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Tue Case or Wurrs v. Szrmour, which was a short 
time ago decided at Nisi Prius, is of considerable im- 

rtance to persons dealing with companies in course of 
formation : not that it lays down any novel rule of law, 
but because it is a striking illustration of a rule which, 
although it has been for some time well established, is, 
nevertiniiin but little known by those whom it affects, 
and whose ignorance of it exposes them to heavy loss. 
The plaintiff in the case was Mr. White, the well- 
known advertising agent of Fleet-street, who sought to 
recover £824 from the defendant, who was the chairman 
of the board of directors of a company in process of 
formation. The advertisements were for the company, 
and mainly consisted of its prospectus, upon which the 
defendant's name appeared. The order for the adver- 
tisements was given by the company’s secretary, and 
there appeared to be no question that the defendant was 
fully aware of their insertion, and that the secretary had 
given the order. ‘There was no evidence, however, to 
show that the defendant had authorized the secretary to 
pledge his credit as a director of the company, and 
upon this ground Baron Martin directed the jury to 
find for the defendant. There is no doubt that his 
Lordship’s direction goes with the general current 
of authority ever since it was first distinctly laid down, 
in Reynell v. Lewis, 15 M. & W. 517, that the promoters 
of companies are not as such each other’s agents, and 
therefore liable for each other’s acts. The same rule 





applies to members of a provisional committee, and even 
ofa managing committee. The foundation of the rule 
t 


is, that although promoters of companies and provisional 
committee-men are engaged in a common object, and 
contemplate ultimately the sharing of profits, yet they 
are not partners, but are merely in the position of per- 
sons who intend to become partners at a future time— 
namely, when the company is formed. There is no 
question that such is now the established doctrine of 
courts of law; but it may be doubted, and it is, in fact, 
very much questioned by able lawyers, and individually 
by several judges, that it ought to beso. Indeed, for 
some time after the joint-stock mania of 1845 set in, 
quite the contrary was the rule; and both Baron 
Alderson and Baron Parke decided that in such a case 
a secretary pre elt op the credit of provisional 
directors; and ind in the recent case of White v. 

mour, Baron Martin strongly expressed his indi- 
vidual opinion that the view of these learned judges was 
correct, as opposed to the rule which was afterwards 
established by a decision of the House of Lords. It is 
not our object here, however, to discuss the policy of the 
rule, but merely to call the attention of our readers to 
pr it is in fact, and to point out the possible results 
of it. 

The moral of the decision in White v. Seymour, is 
that — dealing with companies in course of forma- 
tion should take good care not only that they, themselves, 
know, but that they have sufficient evidence as to whose 
credit is pledged to them, and who are liable to them 
for payment of goods supplied or work done for the in- 
choate “ company.” 


On Monpar cast Lord Brougham took the chair at 
a meeting of the Law Amendment Society, at which a 
paper was read by Mr. Thomas Webster on the Amend- 
ment of ings on the Trial of Iseues of Fact at 
Law and in Equity in Cases requiring the Evidence of 
Experts. Mr. Webster refe: to the papers of Rey. 
Vernon Harcourt, read before the British Association and 
the Law Amendment Society, as well as the B .. 
prepared by Pro. Christison, Dr. A. Smith, Dr, in- 
son, and Dr. Letheby, and contended that the present 





Ft ke arn ing in cases requiring scientific evi- 
ence failed to aie the ends of justice. Mr. Webster 

that upon the application of either of the par- 
ties the Court shall have the power to try questions of 
fact by rr ar aeeeaen assessors with oD view to ~ 
preparation of a ial case, if necessary, for a Court 
Appeal. He comand that the Court should follow 
the analogy of the Admiralty Courts, where the Trinity 
Brethren advise upon nautical technicalities: and the 
customs of the navy. With regard to the selection of 
the assessors, Mr. Webster that the Chief 
Justices of the Courts of Common Law, the Chief Baron 
of the Exchequer, and the Judges of the Court of Equity, 
should make a list of scientific men of acknowl 
talent willing to assist the Court, and from time to time 
select assessors from the panel as the occasion may re- 
quire. He did not propose that the assessors should act 
as a jury or be invested with judicial functions. Lord 
Brougham observed that in that case it would be neces- 
sary to have distinct panels—a panel for the trial of 
disputed issues in chemistry, another for issues in 
mechanics, another for issues in medical —- and 
soon. Mr. Hume Williams adverted to the danger of 
departing from the ancient custom of trial by jury even 
in matters of a scientific character, and contended that 
the physical sciences are as capable of demonstration as 
mathematical truth. Mr. R. Stuart the 
adoption of the Scotch system of preparing issues, which 
he thought was much better done by the ies them- 
selves. He disapproved of Mr. Webster’s scheme. 
Dr. Hancock explained how the worked in 
Ireland, and thought Mr. Webster*s proposal a sound 
one. 


Tue Innxeersr’s Liasizity Birt, of whose provisions 
the unreasonableness and impracticability were recently 
shown in this Journal, is, we understand, undergoing a 
thorough revision, if not an entire remodelling. Any 
further remarks on the subject of the bill may be con- 
veniently postponed until it is presented in its new 
shape pr the Whitsuntide holidays ; but we may say 
at once, having re; to the rule quoted by us as 
established in Cashill v. Wright, and Rarey v. Morgan, 
that any attempt to relieve innkeepers from liability for 
the safety of the personal luggage of their guests is 
uncalled for, and will be repugnant to the practical 

uirements of the case. p wee! in the 
ordinary sense of the term, as distinguished from per- 
sonal | e, some well-conceived legislation may be 
fair and useful. An inn is a house, but it is nota 
warehouse. 


“ Aw Equiry Lawyer” writes to a morning journal 
with reference to the recent case before Mr. Yardley, in 
which a pupil teacher was prosecuted at the instance of 
the Privy Council for not fulfilling the terms of his 
apprenticeship indentures:— 

The lad’s indentures of apprenticeship had been prepared 
during the old code, under which the boy, having passed his 
examinations, became entitled to certain annual salaries, gra 
dually rising; but his indentures omitted to refer to any such 
salary. But it was admitted that both parties supposed at the 
time that he would duly receive the salaries from the Privy 
Council, and these salaries were part of the expected consi 
tion, part of the benefit which the boy was to derive by bind- 
ing himself as a pupil-teacher, and, indeed, the very vubject 
of his agreement, 

Upon this the writer makes the following remarks:— 

Now it is clearly contrary to the very first principles of 
equity for the master to enforce the letter of the bond, and not 
to secure to the boy that which all parties expected and su; 
would be its pecuniary advantages. If the facts t out 
differently from what both the parties to the contract proposed 
and intended, then equity requires that the contract should be 
modified or cancelied; and Mr, Yardley, as a magistrate having 
full power either to set aside the indentures and caneel 
altogether, or only to enforce them on equitable terms, was 
bound to have told the master that if he did not choose to 
guarantee to the pupil the salary which both parties expected 
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and intended that he should receive, then it is contrary to 
at and good conscience to enforce the letter of such a bond! 

he poor lad and his father said, “‘How is he to live? He 
cannot live.”” But the only answer of the judge was, “ You 
should have thought of that before you signed those articles.” 
But the manifest reply was, that they actually did think of it, 
and both parties were thinking of it, and all parties considered 
the matter fully provided for by the Privy Council Code, and 
the Privy Council have altered their rules most injuriously 
affecting the pecuniary benefits of the pupil-teacher. 

Nothing can be clearer to an equity lawyer than that these 
facts entitled the youth to set aside his articles in equity, un- 
less the master would guarantee him the salary which all 
parties originally expected and understood that he would re- 
ceive, and which in fact was the very object (though not ex- 
pressed in the articles) that the agreement was to secure to 
him under the old code. How can it be at all contended that 
the poor boy, because of this omission in the articles, is to work 
for nothing? It was a clear mistake of all parties that his 
articles omitted to provide for the event of the Privy Council 
or Parliament refusing to pay the salary which it was the ob- 
ject of the agreement to secure to the boy, this change of code 
being a thing not contemplated by either party. The conduct 
of the Privy Council and of the magistrate appears to me most 
harsh and oppressive, and is entirely contrary to the first prin- 
ciples of English equity and also of common justice. 


THE PrTiTion against the Annual Certificate Tax 
still receives numerous signatures, in addition ‘to those 
given in our last number. We have now to announce 
following :— 

; Metropolitan. 

OD. DOR 6 ostsaties cts... % 61, Chancery-lane. 

T. Braithwaite ......3 eacenets 6, Guildford-street, Russell- 
square. 

St. Mark’s-terrace, Fulham- 

9, Mincing-lane. 

26, Chancery-lane. 

4, Suffolk-lane, Cannon-street. 

89, Ch -lane. 

68, eo: gba Edge- 
ware-road. 

5, Mitre-court, Temple, 

3, Mitre-court, Temple. 

59, Edgware-road. 

3, Spring-gardens, Westmin- 


seen eeeeereseseeseeeeses 


J. Rae 














5 ster. 
Ts 'B. TOON: cesgvecvcecschee 3, Philpot-lane, City. 
J. A..Pearson, LL.D. ......... 46, Hyde Park-square, W. 
Provincial. 

F. F. Taylor .....0...000 Saueethes Stockland, Devon. 
J. Coates, Jun, Wetherby, Yorkshire. 
J. Talbot. ..,..:-000 Liverpool. 
H. C. J. Groves. Bradford-on-Avon, Wilts. 
R. Footner....... Andover, Hants. 
J. Ansell ..... gree reeseeceycocese Birmingham. 
W. M. Eglington .......00-+++0+ ” 
Eh PONE “sccectccdsccsesccce -- Wantage. 
Wo Be AM sicscccopscveoescecee Birmiogham. 
Atkinson & Bartlett ........ «+. Liverpool. 
Me COME istictcicecissie te Seeks Cheltenham 
DOG: Kia cei sesictccccévteeses is 
GMa: sce deictccacditews be 
Ps TNS es esiccete divest ° " 
Wie AOE ab eustssscievedadéoes ” 
T. & E. Griffiths ..... ......... ~ 
W. Jessop .......00 Bistodgisbs ee * 
Di PRs isd cesstiNivecdiccies ie 
R. T. Tanner aS 
Gwinnett & Ticehurst . * 
C. F. Gale o 
C. H. Jessop 
W. Boodle .........000¢ WGisisctie " 
G. Packwood Seeds » 
De PUGS . ocisesivcvspesce ” 

VM asibcecctccscatisdeteves ‘ 
Fe NE  Sossisdipde cess ccosdy Needham Market, Suffolk. 
Bs ON Se ictinkecivotessticcss Darlaston. 
We Os TR a cescstecici cies Walsall. 
C. & C. W. Lawrence ......... Cirencester. 
NN issk> ctockies «oe Cheltenham. 
C. J. Chesshyre .......... dendc t, 
T. Williams ...cosccossscosssesee n 








4b. h 
T. O'Flaherty 






Williams & Brydges............ Cheltenham. 
Babb & Co. © secsccisciseccescoees é 
Winterbotham, Bell, & Co. ... i 

C. Beaton ......... sessessseseeeee Birmingham. 
R. & J. Mullings ........... see Cirencester. 

J. Bailey ..... odae sees Bushey, Herts. 


J. W. Ton cesccsseccerscesssseeeee Bury St. Edmunds. 


The Irish solicitors have also responded well to our 
call. They have forwarded, through us, a rate 
petition, to which there are at present the following 
signatures :— 


Dublin. 
J. Dwyer ..... ébosebeiVeadededs 8, Lower Gardiner-street. 
A. Coates ..... sosQibeseudetaetes 77, Dame-street. 


197, Great Bunswick-street. 
19, Ormond Quay. 

159, Gloucester-street. 
Dundrum. 

15, Kildare-street. 

32, Lower Gardiner-street. 
9, N. Frederick-street. 
Rutland-square. 


Macrory, Boyd, & Macrory ... 












Molloy & Watson .........+0++0+ Eustace-street. 
J. Floming............csccceseeeee 5, Lower Berkeley-street. 
W. F. Rogers .....cssccessseeee 11, Eustace-street. 
L. M. Fleming .........s0s0ee00« 5, Berkeley-street. 
A. Dae siiicles ice celis 49, Summer-hill. 
A. D. Kennedy..........0.00006 2, College-green. 
R. Carroll ..ccscesesseeeesenseneee Summer-hill. 
J. M. Cantwell ........ sseceee «- Dominick-street. 
ah, Tq: Clarke vosccocseciccceces «e 44, Dawson-street. 
W. M. Moore .........s00000 see 39, Great George-street. 
J. FitzGerald.......... anqancouiys Great Brunswick-street. 
G. R. Gunning ........ eoxeotves . Great George-street. 
J. J. Conroy .......006 soeveccee 
D. O'Callaghan..... 11, Ellis’s Quay. 
T. Sloagers ..... * 2 Temple-street. 
D. Colquhoun .. 16, B. Walk. 
W. M. Smyth ..... «sees 27, Lower Ormond Quay. 
J. M*Sheeby .......s0ccscceceeeee 35, Lower Ormond Quay. 
A. H. Orpen ....... evecectiesed . 49, Dame-street. 
J. White «...+.... seveceeeecee oe 8, Inn Quay. 
J. B. Concannon ..........000 . Eskes. 
De We LADE . ‘cocevvasccecsece seve 11, Cope. street. 
A. V. Holmes ..........s00e6. Great Brunswick-street. 
T. BED ccovcyssosqussencs vente 47, L. Dominick-street. 
J. Potter ..scssccd--cccesseeseeee Great Charles-strect. 
J, Cornner....... SisVbatastcusguch 91, L. Dominick-street. 
De I: TWOGY cc ccccvecccccoccece Sandy Mount. 
F. R. Jones . 36, Fitzwilliam-place. 
H. Benson 25, 8. Frederick-street. 
P. J. Kelly 13, Westmorland-street. 
A. Ellis .. 7, Great Denmark-street. 
1. Sparks 45, Fleet-street. i 
A. Donnelan .. 45, Lower Mountjoy-street. 
J. Walsh 27, Upper Ormond Quay. 
R. Tidmarsh ... ...-.++0+ seseoese 14, Upper Ormond Quay. 
J. Rose «2.0. sesesecseesecseesse 32, Great Brunswick-street. 
Alma & Hacketts...... coscseree 24, B, Walk. 
W. P. Pike........ Poe A ccosesee 21, M. Gardiner-street. 
E. O'Loughlin .............00... 99, L, Gardiner-street. 
E. Nugent...........+6. seoseesses 86, L. Gardiner-street. 
W. H. Peyton ...sccresseeee se. 83, M, Abbey-street. 
J. Macnamara ......00.-eceeeee 58, Blessington-street. 
J. P. Redington....... seresees 
Hi Ta Kbelly sce iveccacsccie’ seas 

Provincial. 
Jo Te AtKi cooccesescccccceccese : rry. 
£ hig cae 
M. Macnamara .......0.00000004 Ennis, 
H. Crawford .... coovee Belfast. 


A. Lockhart .. 


J. Moore oid Midleton. 


S. Fleming......seoseseerseeeevene “ 
J. S.Gombell ..... eoossseesseee GaINONG. 
I. Colquhoun.........s0s0s00008- Londonderry. 
Br, Ca edicarcccescecssscse  ROMEIRS 
oak wepsovappeavvesavceiess atta 

oA Dowlin 14 Prreriiriiiiii | ore. 
Rhea ce ” 

Smit! Midedes. ” 





Peer eeseseeareneee 
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Mr. Cuaztes Warner Lewis, of the Common Law 
Bar, has addressed the following letter to the morning 
journals :—‘ Sir,—A report appeared in your paper of 
the 12th inst. of an action brought by Mr. Poole, of 
Saville-row, against Mr. C. W. Lewis, a_ barrister. 
Being myself a barrister, and having the same initials 
as the defendant, it may be erroneously supposed that 
the action was against me, which was not the case. By 
allowing this statement to appear in your paper, you 
will ob ige yours, &c., Cuazrtes Warner Lewis, 4, 
Middle Temple-lane, May 15.” 


Tae Lorp Lyon (the King-at-arms in Scotland) will 
not, as is popularly believed, grant authority to any in- 
dividual to change his name; but on the narrative that 
he has already changed it, he will grant him arms under 
his new name; and in the patent, or if desired, in an 
extract from the record, he will certify the fact of the 
change. This certificate has been recognised both at the 
War Office and by the Admiralty, as identifying the 
bearer of the new name with the bearer of the old name, 
which is the only object of the Queen’s letters patent; 
and officers of the army and navy have been permitted 
to change their names on the lists and to draw pay 
under their new denomination. (Seton on Heraldry in 
Scotland, p. 407.) The above statement is made on the 
authority of Mr, Lorimer, Professor ot Public Law, in 
the University of Edinburgh. “Letters patent” are 
issued under the great seal, and are named in error 
for “ warrant or licence under the sign-manual.” The 
statement, however, shows that the laws of England and 
Scotland are alike, namely, that surnames may be as- 
sumed and will be officially recognised when 
without a royal license. The present Lord Clyde is the 
lawful son of “ John McLiver and of Agnes Campbell, 
of Glasgow,” and he is thus répistered on the list of 
births in that city. He entered the army as “Colin 
Campbell,” and there can be no doubt that his promo- 
tion would have been impeded if he had retained the 
name of “ Mcl.iver,” which he abandoned for that of 
“Campbell.” (Seton on Heraldry, p. 392.) If young 
Colin McLiver had not been able to renounce this sur- 
name without cost to himself, the country might have 
lost the services of one of its greatest generals. 


Tux Enoxisu anp Inisu Courts of Law and Chancery 
Commissioners met at their office, 6, Adelphi-terrace, on 
Tuesday—present the Right Hon. the Master of the 
Rolls, the Right Hon. the Chief Justice of the Common 
Pleas (Ireland), the Right Hon. Abraham Brewster, the 
Right Hon. Joseph Napier, Mr. Justice Willés, Mr. 
Baron Hughes, the Solicitor-General for Ireland, Mr. 
Robert Bayly Follett, and Mr. Richard John Theo- 
dore Orpen. Mr. W. Neilson Hancock, LL.D., and 
Mr. H. R. Vaughan Johnson, the secretaries of the 
commission, were also present, _The Commissioners 
met again on Wednesday, and it is believed that they 
are now drawing to the conclusion of their labours, and 
that their report may soon be expected. 


Tue Lorp Cuancevor has granted an interview to 
a numerous deputation of the Provincial Newspaper 
Proprietors’ Society. A report of what took place on 
the occasion will be found elsewhere in our columns. It 
will be seen that the Lord Chancellor protested against 
the construction which had been put ty the country 
commissioners in bankruptcy upon the general order in 
cuestion. 

Lorp Lrxpuursr completed his ninety-first year on 
Thursday. His lordship, we are happy to hear, is in 
the enjoyment of excellent health. 


Mr. James Cocxue, late of the Common Law Bar, 
who was some time since agounnes Chief Justice of 
Queensland, has arrived in that colony and has been 
sworn into office and taken his seat on the Supreme 


Mr. Huwnx 8S. Mains, LL.D., formerly reader on 





jurispradence and the civil law to the Inns of Court, 
and member of the legal council of India, has been ap- 
pointed Vice-Chancellor of the Calcutta University. 
Wuit-Monpay anp Wuart-Tusspay, as also Friday, 
the 29th instant, will be observed as holidays in the de- 


_—— for personal applications, 12, Great Knight 
ider-street, Doctor’s Commons. 





EXCLUSION OF SOLICITORS FROM THE BOROUGH 
MAGISTRACY. 

The resolutions of a quarterly meeting of the town 
council of Wolverhampton, relating to the refusal of the 
Lord-Chancellor to appoint Mr. Fowler a magistrate of 
the borough, on the ground of his being a solicitor in 
practice, ae in our number of last week. Owing 
to some delay we received the paper containing them, 
and the accompanying communication requesting their 
insertion, just as we were on the point of going to press, 
or we should not have failed to have adverted to the 
subject in our leading columns. 

t appears that Mr. Henry Hartley Fowler, a gen- 
tleman of the highest consideration and character as 
a local solicitor, is the present mayor for the 
of Wolverhampton; that the town council of that 
borough recently requested the Lord-Chancellor to 
place Mr. Fowler's name on the list of borough justices; 
and that the Lord Chancellor refused this request on the 

und that Mr. Fowler is a practising solicitor. The 
aw upon this subject is clearly laid down by an Act of 
Parliament (the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), which certainly is no 
authority for the rule enunciated by the Lord Chancel- 
lor's secretary in Mr. Fowler's case. The sections 
relating to the subject are as follows:— 

Section 33, No attorney or solicitor shall be capable to con- 
tinue or be a justice of the peace for any county within that 
of Great Britain called England, or the principality of Wales, 
during such time as he shall continue in the business and 
practice of an attorney or solicitor. 

Section 34. The prohibition last hereinbefore contained 
shall not extend or be constrned to extend to. any city or town 
being a county of itself, or to any city, town, cinque port, or 
liberty having justices of the peace within their respective 
limits and precincts by charter, commission, or otherwise; but 
that in every such city, town, liberty and place, attorneys or 
solicitors may be capable of being justices of the peace, and in 
such manner only as they might have been if this Act had 
never heen made, anything hereinbefore contained to the con- 
trary thereof notwithstanding. 

It will be seen that section 34 expressly provides that 
solicitors shall not be disqualified for the office of bo- 
rough justice, and yet the Lord Chancellor's secre 
as explicitly lays down the rule that they are disqualified. 
If there be any such rule it certainly is not by virtue of 
any asain, enactment, and must depend solely upon 
the will of the Lord Chancellor for the time being, as 
the sap 2 a the rows a “ distribution of — 
missions of the peace. this 80, it is, to sa 
least, somewhat ungracious in the Lord Chaneellor to 
exclude a large and respectable body of men from an 
office, the duties of which the i considered 
they were capable of fulfilling. 

Even if Parliament had silent upon the sub- 
ject, a little reflection would show how unreasonable 

s the exclusion of solicitors, as a body, from the office 
of borough justices. From what class is it that bo- 
rough magistrates are usually chosen? It is unques- 
tionable that their ranks are filled to a great extent 
by wholesale and retail tradesmen, against whose ap- 
pointment. almost every oe could . be meee 
that is adduced in favour of the rule which excl 
attorneys, while it can hardly be pretended that the 
former class of persons is in point of — intelli- 
nce or information more competent lawyers to 
ischarge magisterial functions. The only real objec- 
tion that could be fairly u in the ee ae 
attorneys is, that there shoul Dh bod og ine- 
tion between every judiciary those who practise 
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before it as advocates. The reply to this, however, is 
obvious. Attorneys who practise before magistrates in 
country towns would neither seek nor accept the local 
commission of the peace; for by doing so they would be 
compelled to relinquish their practice, as no man could 
act both as a magistrate and as an attorney before the 
justices, at the same time. But in fact it is not necessary 
to resort to any argument of this kind. In every con- 
siderable town there are lawyers who would no more 
think of appearing as advocates before the magis- 
trates, than the Attorney-General would of holding a 
brief in a county court. Mr. Fowler belongs to this 
class, atid therefore the rule under which he is excluded 
has no reasonable or fair application to him. Some 
years ago the whole question was raised by a clause in 
a proposed Act of Parliament, which was intended to 
put an end to this unreasonable exclusion, but the pro- 
poser of that measure having received only a triflin, 
suppert from the profession, allowed it to drop, an 
lawyers throughout the country are now suffering in 
this matter the natural result of their own inertness 
when a good opportunity presented itself of getting rid 
of a grievance. Mr. Fowler's case, however, is not 
merely a lawyers’ grievance. The town council of 
Wolverhampton are, in his case, the aggrieved parties. 
They were the persons who petitioned the Lord Chan- 
cellor for the appointment of Mr. Fowler, and the 
failure of the application is probably a matter of no 

reat moment tohim. The people of Wolverhampton, 

owever, may be somewhat puzzled to understand why 
a gentleman whom they considered to be, and whom the 
law allows to be, competent to discharge the duties of 
chief magistrate of the borough for one year is not 
allowed to be eligible to the permanent office of an 
ordinary borough istrate. We cannot suggest any 
apology for so unintelligible an anomaly. 

In 1855 the then Lord Chancellor refused to appoint 
two solicitors as borough magistrates of the city of York, 
although recommended by the Town Council in due 
form, ny the usual practice. On that occasion 
the Yorkshire Law Society published a special report on 
the general question of the exclusion of solicitors from 
the magistracy. As it contains all that need be said on 
the subject, we give it at length. 

The committee beg to submit, for the consideration of the 
members of the society, their report, made in pursuance of the 
resolution of the general meeting, held on the 17th of July last, 
on the subject of the exclusion by the Lord Chancellor of soli- 
citors from the magistracy in cities and boroughs. 

The rule of law with respect to the appointment of solicitors 
to the magistracy in England and Wales will be found in the 
statute 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73. 

After referring to sections 33 and 34, the report pro- 
ceeds :-— 

The eligibility, therefore, of attorneys and solicitors to be 
appointed to the magistracy in cities and towns is distinctly 
recognised by the Legislature, whilst they are excluded in the 
counties; but your committee have been unable to discover any 
reason why, if they be qualified in the one case, they should 
not be in the other. 

The committee have lately directed circulars to be addressed 
to the town clerks of all the cities and boronghs in England 
and Wales, for the purpose of ascertaining the particulars re- 
lating to the magistracy in those places, which they were in- 
stracted by the resolution of the general mecting to obtain, and 
they have received the desired information from the greater 
part of them, which has been furnished with great readiness 
and courtesy. They regret, however, that from thirty-five 
places they have not received replies, 

In the 148 cities and boroughs from which information has 
been veceived, the committee find the following result :-— 

At the time of the passing of the Manicipal Corporation Act, 
5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 76, and in the five years immediately prece- 
ding, 74 practising solicitors were mayors, or chief officcrs of 
cities or boroughs, all of whom, or very nearly #0, were justices 
of the peace by virtue of their office. 

Since the passing of that Act no less than 277 practising 
solicitors have filled the office of mayor, and consequently, in 
pursuance of the 57th section of the Act, have been justices of 








the peace during the time of their holding such office, and the 
next succeeding year. Of these gentlemen forty-three have 
held the appointment twice; thirteen three times; five four 
times; two five times; and one six times. 

At the passing of the Municipal Corporation Act, and in the 
five years immediately preceding, forty-eight practising soli- 
citors were justices of the peace, exclusive of mayors. 

Since the passing of that Act forty-seven practising solicitors 
have been placed in the commission of the peace, and during 
the same period, in many places, including York, Lancaster, 
Hartlepool, Sudbury, Portsmouth, Congleton, Oswestry, Marl- 
borough, and Bodmin, practising solicitors have been recom- 
mended by the town councils for the appointment, but have, 
notwithstanding such recommendation, been excluded by the 
Lord Chancellor, whilst, in other places, such as Norwich and 
Lincoln, practising solicitors would have been selected, but 
the Chancellor’s rule to exclude them was known and acted 
upon, 

The committee have every reason to believe that when the 
requisite information shall be obtsined from the remaining 
cities and boroughs, it will present « proportionate result. 

It cannot fail to be observed that the above facts are of a 
most satisfactory character; they indicate a large amount of 
respect for, and confidence placed in members of the profession 
by their neighbours and fellow citizens, to an extent by many 
wholly unexpected, and to the entire profession most flattering. 

The committee are not aware that, out of the great number 
of solicitors who have been placed in the magistracy, any one 
has been found unfit, either through improper conduct, or in- 
capacity for his honourable position. 

Under these circumstances, it is difficult to understand what 
just ground there can be for the rule adopted by the Lord 
Chancellor to exclude the entire profession from the office of 
magistrate in cities and boroughs, for which he has not cer- 
tainly any legislative sanction. 

It may, however, be conceded that an attorney appointed to 
the office of magistrate ought not, either directly or indirectly, 
to practise in any general or petty sessions’ business arising 
within the jurisdiction for which he is appointed, aud it is well 
known that many solicitors of respectability undertake very 
little, if any, business of that description, and would very 
readily relinquish it altogether. 

The committee, therefore, think that the profession ought to 
seek for a legislative enactment, rendering the members of it 
generally eligible for the office of magistrate, not only in cities 
and boroughs, but ulso in counties—accompanied by an ex- 
press prohibition against their acting professionally in general 
or petty sessions’ business in the districts for which they act 
as magistrates. This course would meet every objection that 
could be justly made, on public grounds, to the appointment 
of solicitors, and would make the rule of law, with respect to 
them, very similar to what is now the case in Scotland. 

In Scotland, advocates, writers to the signet, and solicitors in 
the supreme courts (who do not practise before justices of the 
peace) may be appointed provosts and magistrates, and are 
frequently so appointed; and as such are justices of the peace 
by virtue of their offices, they may also be appointed, indivi- 
dually, justices of the peace, and are so appointed frequently ; 
the only general disqualification is introduced in the Small 
Debts Act, 6 Geo. 4, c. 48, 8. 27, by which it is declared that 
no solicitor or procurator in any inferior court in Scotland 
shall act as justice of the peace in any county in Scotland 
during such time as such solicitor or procurator shall practise 
as ‘such in any inferior court. ‘The disqualification extends, 
therefore, only to practitioners in the inferior courts. 

With respect to Ireland, the committee find that there is no 
disqualification of solicitors to act as magistrates in counties 
similar to that contained in the 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73. In several 
instances they have been appointed mayors or chief officers of 
cities and boroughs, and in such capacity have acted as magis- 
trates, It has, however, been the practice to exclude them 
from commissions of the peace, although there is no legislative 
sanction whatever for such exclusion. 

It is well known that in appointing the magistrates for the 
cities and boroughs of England and Wales the Lord Chancellor 
so far pays a deference to public opinion as to call upon tho 
town councils to recommend the proper parties to be inserted 
in the commission of the peace, yet in the case of solicitors he 
treats such recommendation with disregar1; and your commit~- 
tee cannot conclude their report without expressing the belief 
that this exclusion arises more from a jealousy, on the part of 
official persons, of the inflaence of solicitors, than from consi- 
derations of the public good, and the same fecling has been 
evinced in the exclusion of their profession from bankruptcy 








May 23,1863. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER, 


545 








and lunacy i ships, county court judgeships, &c., 
which offices many of its members are as competent to fill as 
the parties who have been appointed. 








FRAUDULENT “DISPOSAL.” 

A case of some importance, bearing on the practical 
working of certain parts of the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, 
was decided at the Central Criminal Court on Saturday 
last, after a lengthened trial of four days. The charge 
of Mr. Baron Channell, which in itself occupied no less 
than an hour and a half, may be taken as a fair sample 
of the length and complexity of the whole proceedings. 
Under these circumstances we shall not attempt to enter 
into the details of the evidence, but shall confine our- 
selves to making a few remarks on a point of interpreta- 
tion which was decided by the judge in his summing up, 
and which _ his Lordship as to the most important 
question to be submitted to the jury. 

It will be remembered that under the new Act any 
bankrupt is guilty of a misdemeanour who, with intent 
to defraud or defeat the rights of his creditors, does any 
one of certain “ acts or things” set forth in section 221. 
The list of these acts and things is drawn up in a ver 
searching manner, with the view of visiting wit 
punishment any effort on the part of a bankrupt to take 
advantage of the statute while doing an injustice to his 
creditors. In the present case Raudnitz, the bankrupt, 
was charged (under the last two clauses of the section) 
with two such acts and things: first, that being a 
trader, he had within three months next before filing 
of the petition for adjudication, under the false 
colour and pretence of carrying on business, &c., ob- 
tained on credit certain goods or chattels with intent to 
defraud; and secondly, that being a trader, he had 
within three months, &c., pawned, pledged, or disposed 
of, otherwise than by bond fide transactions in the ordi- 
nary way of his trade, some of his or chattels 
which had been obtained on credit and remained unpaid 
for. It is necessary to mention that Raudnitz, the 
bankrupt, had a partner in Paris. It was clearly shown 
that purchases on credit had been made to a large extent 
in Paris, and it was argued for the defence that in the 
case of such purchases the English courts could have no 
jurisdiction. .The questions submitted to the jury were, 
whether there was any bond fide buying or selling busi- 
ness in Paris, or whether the warehouse there was a 
kind of magazine, merely auxiliary to the house of busi- 
ness in London; whether Branders (the Paris partner) 
had left his house of business in London a day or two 
before the bankruptcy, with the intent to defraud his 
creditors ; and lastly, the question with which we are 
principally concerned, whether Raudnitz had pawned, 

ledged, or otherwise made away with the goods in 
ondon with intent to defraud. 

The counsel for the prosecution contended that Raud- 
nitz was guilty under both the clauses of section 221 to 
which we have alluded above; and the first six counts 
related merely to obtaining goods on credit with intent 
to defraud. The question which might have arisen as to 
jurisdiction, the credit having been obtained in a foreign 
country, would have been curious and reagiaig 
but the judge directed a verdict of not guilty on the 
first six counts; so that at this stage the point was 
merely suggested, and not decided. As regards the second 
charge, namely, that of pawning or disposing of goods 
obtained on credit, it might perhaps be supposed that the 
same question of jurisdiction would have arisen, as it is 
not the pawning of any kind of goods, but the pawning 
of goods obtained on credit, that the Act forbids. On 
this point, however, the learned Baron arrived at a con- 
clusion which seer to have entirely satisfied his own 
mind. His Lordship said that if by any contrivance 
the house in Paris had succeeded in obtaini on 
credit and sending them to London, and if, on their 
arrival here, they were taken possession of, and sold 
and disposed of, and all this was done with intent to 
defraud, then there was an offence sufficient to consti- 





tute liability to the present indictment, and to bring the 
case within the jurisdiction of the Court. The disposal, 
his Lordship subsequently remarked, was a disposal in 
England. The distinction is rather subtle, for it must 
be remembered, as we observed above, that the disposal in 
itself, if the goods had not been obtained on credit, would 
not have constituted the statutory offence. Ifa reason- 
able doubt could have arisen, as his Lordship seemed 
inclined to admit, on the former clause, why not on the 
latter also, since the obtaining goods on credit, which 
constitutes the entire offence under the former clause, is 
an element of the offence defined by the 
latter ? The opinion of the judge was based reer 
ae mo a form of my eeptranigs ns : use, by 
which the disposal is made the thing act eal 
able, although it is clear that unless the goods isposed 
of have been obtained on credit, the offence cannot 
have any existence. we y persis however, for A 
pu of criticising his ip’s reasoning, or di 
puting the correctness of his decile we merely desire 
to call attention to his interpretation, and to point out its 
practical effect. Had the Judge taken an opposite view 
of the meaning of the last clause of section 221, the 
question as to the “disposal” would not have been sub- 
mitted to the jury. As matters actually turned out, the 
bankrupt was found guilty under that clause, and the 
fact of the having been purchased abroad was held 
to afford him no immunity from the punishment directed 
by the Act. 


THE PERPETUATION OF TESTIMONY.—ELLICE vo. 
ROUPELL, 11 W. R. 579. 
Suits to perpetuate the testimony of witnesses, although 
not unfrequent in former years, have sunk into com- 
parative disuse in more recent times. One reason for 
this may doubtless be found in the rary Bac orgy to 
possessory titles by the recent statutes, limiting the 
acy: within which real actions may be brought. The 
apse of time which may deprive the possessor of the 
evidence necessary to | his title, may also deprive 
the adverse claimant of his right, and thus the mutual 
dread of delay has been productive of a speedy judicial 
investigation. The recent case of Ellice v. w- 
ever, reminds us that this peculiar Digs ~ ag of the 
Court of Chancery may still be invoked. We propose 
to make a few general observations on the nature and 
object of such suits in connexion with this decision. The 
facts of the case were briefly these :—The — were 
mortgagees in possession of the Roupell Estate : 
their mo r was William Roupell, the notorious ex- 
member for beth, and their title through him de- 
ded on the validity of a certain deed of gift, whereby 
r. Richard Palmer Roupell, then owner in fee of the 
property, conveyed the same to his son William abso- 
utely. After the recent trial and ex of the deal- 
ings with the Roupell property the plaintiffs ascertained 
that Mrs. Roupell, the widow, and Mr. Richard Roupell. 
the heir-at-law of the late Mr. Roupell, threatened 
to dispute the validit of the dood of GO. epee arene 
that the signature of the late Mr. Roupell to that deed 
was a fo’ . They therefore filed a bill to perpetuate 
the testimony of the attesting and other witnesses as to 
its execution, alleging that they were unable to make 
the validity of the deed the subject of judicial in - 
tion. The defendants acquiesced in this view of 
matter, and having answered the bill, issue was joined, 
and the examination of witnesses under the commission 
ied. Meanwhile the plaintiffs filed another bill 
in another branch of the court, against the same defend- 
ants and some ee incum on the equity 
of redemption and the Attorney-General, praying, 
closure or sale, and also that Mrs. Roupell Mr. 
Richard Roupell might be decreed to confirm the plain- 
tiffs’ securities and their possession te 
property. The plaintiffs also amended their to 


perpetuate testimony, introd new allegations as to 
Exc came miattote, and tutecregated luvs. Roupedl Guaredb. 
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The defendant, Mrs. Roupell, took advantage of the 
amendment to plead, in bar to the suit to perpetuate tes- 
timony, the circumstance that by the institution of the 
other suit the plaintiffs had themselves shown that they 
could make the matters in question the subject of judi- 
cial investigation. The Master of the Rolls overruled 
the plea, but allowed it to stand for an answer, with 
liberty to the plaintiffs to except ; and on the argument 
of the exceptions his Honour declined to order Mrs. Rou- 
pell to put in a further answer, considering that the 
plaintiffs could not convert the suit into one for dis- 
covery, and that the first answer was sufficient to enable 
the plaintiffs to obtain the only object of their suit, 
namely, the examination of witnesses upon the issues 
stated in their bill. 

The preservation of testimony, where it was in 
danger of being lost, was known to the civil law, and 
thence was adopted into our system of equity jurispru- 
dence ; and it is firmly established that a bill may be 
filed to perpetuate the testimony of witnesses wherever 
the evidence is in danger of being lost before the matter 
can be made the subject of judicial investigation. Such 
a bill will lie, on the one hand, in cases where the sub- 
ject matter cannot by possibility be made by the plain- 
tiffs the subject of immediate judicial investigation—as 
where the actual possessor of property is threatened 
with disturbance by an adverse claimant; and on the 
other hand where the subject matter admits of present 
judicial investigation, but owing to the absence from the 
country or the age or infirmity of the witnesses there is 
danger of the loss of their evidence before the trial 
comes on. The former class of cases are commonly 
known as bills for the examination of witnesses in per- 
petuam rei memoriam ; the latter as bills for the exami- 
nation of witnesses de bene esse. Both, however, are bills 
to perpetuate the testimony of witnesses, and as such 
are placed under one head in Lord Redesdale’s treatise 
on Pleading (p. 52), as forming the first class of original 
bills not praying relief, the other class being bills of dis- 
covery, strictly so called. The two kinds of bills to per- 

tuate the testimony of witnesses resemble each other 
in that they pray no relief. They differ chiefly in this, 
that while the former never lie where the subject matter 
is capable of present judicial investigation, the latter 
cannot be sustained except in connexion with proceed- 
ings actually pending. 

t is important to consider to what extent a suit in per- 
petuam rei memoriam may be used for the purposes of 
discovery : in other words—What is the function of an 
answer to a bill to perpetuate testimony? Although 
every bil] is in reality a bill of discovery, it must 
admitted that suits of the character under discussion 
cannot be considered as bills of discovery in the strict 
sense of that term. These are placed by Lord Redes- 
dale in the second class of bills not praying relief, and 
are defined by him to be bills “for the discovery of facts 
resting in the knowledge of the defendant, or of deeds 
or writings or other things in his possession or power, 
and seeking no relief in consequence of the discovery, 
though they may pray the stay of proceedings at law till 
the discovery should be made ;” and the plaintiff must 
show that an action has been or is about to be brought 
(Citizens of London v. Levy, 8 Ves. 403 [1803]). The 
answer of the defendant is accordingly of the essence of 
@ suit for discovery simply: it is the end and ob- 
ject of the plaintiff's case. It follows from this that a 
bill of discovery will not lie in cases which involve a 
penalty or forfeiture of a public character, such as cases 
of a forged deed or a fraudulent loss at sea, or in cases 
which involve only a penalty or forfeiture of a private 
nature, such as cases of waste or the forfeiture of a lease, 
unless the party entitled to the benefit of the penalty or 
forfeiture waives it; neither can such a bill be main- 
tained against a eo for valuable consideration, 
without notice of the plaintiff's claim. In all these 
cases the rules of the court, which protect a defendant 


from answering where his answer would involve a for- | 





feiture or a penalty, or where he holds the favoured po- 
sition of a purchaser for value without notice, enable 
him to defeat altogether a bill of discovery, Bills to 
perpetuate testimony, however, are governed by diffe- 
rent principles: they will lie both in cases of a pri- 
vate penalty or forfeiture, and without waiving it 
where it may be waived, in cases of public penalties ; 
they will also lie against a purchaser for value without 
notice (The Earl of Suffolk v. Green, 1 Atk. 450; Lord 
Dursley vy. Fitzhardinge, 6 Ves. 263). 


(To be continued. ) 





REAL PROPERTY LAW. 


DeEBTs BY SPECIALTY AND BY SIMPLE CONTRACT. 
Nosotti v. Jefferson, V. 0. 8., 11 W. B, 658. 


The present case exemplifies some of the numerous 
difficulties incident to the existing distinction of debts 
by simple contract and by specialty. Mr. John Stuart Mill, 
in his “System of Logic,” book 6, cap. 12, pp. 545, 546, ° 
5th ed., refers to “ proper objects of approbation, and their 
proper order of precedence.” The latter desideratum is, 
we think, the more difficult of ascertainment. It is easy 
for a moralist to recognize merit either in the abstract or 
in the concrete; but to point out all its innumerable 
varieties, and to distinguish between them withal, does 
not appear to be within the province of humanity to 
accomplish. Accordingly, every known system of law 
recognizes a large number of duties of imperfect obliga- 
tion, and even ignores trivial breaches of its established 
rules. De minimis non curat lex. The science of ethics 
itself has, as is implied in the observation we have cited 
from Mr. Mill, its penumbra of doubtful rights and obliga- 
tions. In such a militant state of law and ethics, there- 
fore, the only sound principle of discriminating between 
conflicting classes of bond fide claimants, having valid 
rights as far as relates to their common obligee, is to be 
found in the maxim gui prior est tempore potior est jure. 
Priority in the order of time is a natural ground of pre- 
ference. Legal priority may be made to depend upon 
registration or some other peculiar evidence. But a regard 
in some way to the order in time in which debts were 
contracted is the only rational or just mode of adjusting 
their priorities. To give priority to any class of mere 
personal rights not raising any specific lien or charge upon 
the property of a debtor is manifestly inconsistent with 
the purposes of commerce. Why the death of the debtor 
should introduce a different rule it is not easy to discover 
any reason. There is, indeed, one class of debts—those by 
judgment—which being entered of record may be supposed 
to affect with notice subsequent creditors of the conuzor. 
Nevertheless, he may at any time during his life pay 
off any simple contract creditor he pleases in preference to a 
creditor by judgment. Any other rule would be most preju- 
dicial to the purposes of commerce. Upon the death of the 
conuzor, however, his executor may reasonably be required 
to discharge the debts of record of the deceased before 
paying off his simple contract liabilities. But specialty 
debts are not entitled to the like consideration; for how 
is the executor to ascertain their existence. The present 
rule of law, therefore, which gives the specialty creditors 
of a deceased debtor priority over his creditors by simple 
contract, provides only for a contingency—viz., the death 
of the debtor, which is never contemplated’ on the nego- 
tiation of a loan. The rule also not unfrequently in 
duces an executor to delay the payment of the simple 
contract creditors of his deceased testator even though he 
had no creditors by specialty. An executor or adminis- 
trator, indeed, may pay off the simple contract creditors 
of the deceased after the creditors by specialty shall have 
had a reasonable time to enforce their claims. But this 
modification of the rule opéns a wide door to fraud, undue 
preference and litigation. For, what isa reasonable period 
time, within the meaning of the rule stated, is a ques- 
which no general rules perhaps 
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can be laid down. This difficulty is forcibly illustrated 
by the present case. 

A. B. died in India, in June, 1860, his wife being then 
resident in England, and indebted to persons there who 
had supplied her with necessaries. Soon after her hus- 
band’s death she paid some of these debts. On the 25th 
of April, 1861, the executor was informed of her having 
paid these debts, and thereupon reimbursed her. Subse- 
quently, a specialty creditor resident in India, and of 
whose claim the executor had no notice, brought his de- 
mand. The assets proving insufficient, Vice-Chancellor 
Stuart (in affirmance of the ruling of the chief 
clerk,), disallowed payment of the simple contract 
debts. In “Toller on Executors,” p, 292, the prin- 
ciple of the rule against precipitate payment is said 
to rest on fraud, of which the not allowing the eppolallg 
creditor time to enforce his demand is evidence. 
Honour gave, in the present case, a very good and on 
what original definition of legal, as contrasted with moral, 
fraud—viz., as the depriving a person of the opportunity 
of exercising his right. An executor, however, as the law 
at present stands, has abundant opportunities of practising 
this species of fraud. For, in the first place, an executor 
who has suffered judgment on an inferior debt, without 
notice of a superior one, may plead the judgment in bar 
to the superior creditor, Davies v. Monkhouse, Fitzg. 76, 
Bull. N. P. 178; Magworth v. Davis, cited in Scudamore v. 
Hearne, Andrs, 340, The principle of this tule rests on 
the fact that as the executor had no notice of the superior 
debt, he could not have pleaded it in bar to the action on 
the simple contract claim. An executor may also pay one 
creditor in preference to others of the same class, Lyttle- 
ton v. Cross, 3 B, & ©. 322. And in Hepworth v. Heslop, 
6 Hare, 561, it was held that an executor, having, by 
substituting his own security for that of the estate, dis- 
charged the debt as against the estate, should not be 
treated as a mere purchaser of the debt, but was entitled 
to be allowed the amount of it as a debt preferred and 
paid. Judgments obtained against a testator have no 
precedence among themselves in respect of his personal 
estate (Wentw. Off. Ex. 269, 14th ed.), nor is it material 
to consider whether the judgment was obtained on a 
simple contract or a specialty liability (Toller, 264), A 
judgment obtained against an executor, as such, however, 
on a simple contract debt, will not have priority over a 
bond of which the executor had notice, or a registered 
judgment. Whichever judgment creditor of the testator 
sues out execution first thereby obtains precedence, and, 
before any execution sued, the executor or administrator 
may pay whom he pleases first (Wentw. Off. Ex. 269). 
As decrees in equity rank as judgments, if an executor 
pay a debt by specialty before a debt due by his testator 
under a decree, of which he had no actual notice, he will 
nevertheless be ordered to pay the amount due under the 
decree out of his own estate, Searle v. Lane, 2 Freem. 
104. Even after a suit is commenced by one creditor, 
the executor may defeat the claimant by confessing 
judgment to another creditor of equal degree Parker v. 
Dee, 3 Swanst. 531. The reason assigned for this rule 
is that the executor is not bound to charge his testator’s 
estate with costs by defending a good cause of action, and 
the j t first recovered must be first paid. The only 
bar to these various discretionary powers of an executor 
is a decree to account in a suit by a creditor for himself 
and all others. The fact that an executor possesses the 
large discretionary powers referred to, shows that the ex- 
isting classification of debta into those by record, by 
specialty, and. by simple contract, serves no useful pur- 
pose whatever. 

Specialty creditors, it is obvious, so long as their pre- 
sent privileges are secured to them, must be required to 
make their claims within a reasonable time, otherwise it 
would be in the power of hg nom ya "2 ruin ls 
exeoutor by suppressing ayn wast 
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egree, 8 Bac. Abr. 82, tit, 
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Greenwood v. Brudnish, Prec. Ch. 534. And where 
a judgment is not pursuant to the statute, 
actual notice will not give it even the precedence of a 
ba te arg A For the effect of the statute 4 & 6 
Act—was to render an un- 
ent merely a simple contract debt, and 
the section of Lord St. Leonards’ Law of Pro 
ment Act requiring a judgment to be in order 
to bind the executors of the conuzor, has not, we think, 
interfered with this effect of the first Docketing Act: 
vide Hickey v. Hayter, 6 Term Rep. 384, 2 Saund. 9 ¢.; 
Hall vy. Tapper, 3 B. & Ad. 655. The distinction 
debts into specialty and simple contract, besides givin 
rise to the various anomalies already n 
open to all the difficulties incident to the doctrine 
notice. What degree of notice will deprive the execu 
of his discretion, and within what period 
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and purchasers endeavour to have a stipulation i 

in their agreements that time is to be of the essence of 
the contract—a clause the validity of which has been long 
recognised, Blackburn v. Smith, 2 Exch. 783. We own 
we are not satisfied with the ‘partigular ground upon 
which his Honour rested his decision in the present case. 
It was argued, not, we think, without reason, that the 
payment should be considered as made ap sed re 
when it was allowed by the executor. The right of 
widow to repayment, however, was considered by the 
Vice-Chancellor to rest upon her right to stand in the 
place of the creditors whom she had paid. There does 
not appear to be a logical vis consequentie in this view 
of the case in respect of the priority of her claim as dis- 
tinguished from its absolute validity. The widow was 
not legally compellable to pay her creditors, There was, 
consequently, no implied request on the part of the exe- 
cutor that she should do so. The case at all events 
clearly exemplifies the unnecessary anomalies 

from the manifold classification of debts in English law. 
Even if this distinction were abolished, an executor 
would, no doubt, still have to exercise vigilance in 
paying off debts before legacies, The impossibility of 
removing all loop-holes for contention is not, however, 
any reason for our neglecting to perform what is in our 
power. We hope that Mr. Malins will resume his endea- 
yours to obliterate from our jurisprudence the antiquated 
and perplexing distinction of specialty debts. 


Fe 





COMMON LAW. 


ATTACHMENT—CONTEMPT OF COURT—FIERI FACIAS 
—INTERPLEADER SUMMONS.—A party who has claimed 
goods which have been seized by the sheriff under an 
execution against another, and upon whom an interpleader 
pacrrorwtarereneagsmpeene fee sid oy is not 
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under a fieri facias against another, is not entitled to take 
them by force out of the oustody of the sheriff; and such 
an act would be a contempt of court, and would render 
the person committing it liable to an attachment.— 


Cooper v. Asprey, Q. B., 11 W. R. 641. 


Marropouis Loca, MANAGEMENT AcT—. 
OF HOUAB.—Section 76 of the Metropolitan 
mont Act (18 & 19 Viet. o. 120) requires © person, before 
beginning. to acne oe 4 ap iee vestry or 
board, within whose jurisdiction he proposes to 
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seven days’ notice of his intention to doso; and in default 
of such notice the vestry or board may cause such house 
to be demolished.—Held, that the board must give the 
person to whom the house belongs notice of their intention 
to demolish it, and afford him an opportunity of being 
heard before demolishing it,—Cvoper v. The Board of 
Works for the Wandsworth District, C. P., 11 W.R. 646. 


DAMAGE — TorTIOUs AcT.—An undergraduate, a 
minor, went to a livery stable keeper, and hired a horse 
for riding, stating he did not want it for jumping. He 
lent it to a friend, who in jumping it over a fence, staked 
it, in consequence of which it died. 

Held, that he was liable for the damage done to the 
horse, it being a tortious act independent of the question 
of necessaries.—Burnard, app., v. Haggis, resp., C. P., 
11 W.R. 644. 


INTEREST, MISDIRECTION IN RESPECT OF CLAIM FOR— 
PARTICULARS OF DEMAND—NEW TRIAL.—A writ of 
summons in an action was indorsed with a claim for goods 
sold between certain dates, and stating that full par- 
ticulars thereof had already been delivered. The decla- 
ration contained a count for interest. At the trial it 
appeared that a twelvemonth before action the plaintiff 
had delivered to the defendant a bill for the goods which, 
by its heading, gave notice to him that five per cent. per 
annum would be charged after twelve months’ running 
account, and containing an item for nine months’ interest ; 
but except the indorsement on the writ as above no other 
particulars of demand had been delivered in the action. 
The judge, at the trial, directed the jury that they must 
not take into their consideration the claim for interest. 

Semble, that the direction was right.— Randall v. Lopes, 
B. C., 11 W.R. 652. 


COURT OF QUEEN'S BENCH.—Guttpuatt. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Mr. Justice WicnTman and a 
special jury.) 

May 15.—Harrington v. Binns—This was a curious case. 
It was an action against a well-known attorney for alleged 
neglect of his duty to the plaintiff as his client, in not issuing 
execution on a judgment recovered by her in an action for 
breach of promise of marriage. The plaintiff retained him in 
September, 1860, to bring the original action against one Marks, 
a fringe manufacturer, The case was brought to trial in June, 
1860, and she got a verdict for £100. He had not, however, 
signed judgment or issued execution, so that the plaintiff had 
not realized the fruits of her verdict. And this was the cause 
of complaint. The def was in substance that the man was 
insolvent, so that it was of no use to incur further expense in 
the case. 

Mr. Serjeant O'Brien and Mr. Woollett were for the plain- 
tiff; Mr. Ribton was for the defendant. 

The plaintiff having been examined in support of her case. 

Mr. Ribton submitted that there was no case—no evidence 
‘4 negligence. The presamption was that an attorney did his 

uty. 

Mr. Justice WicuTman.—Oh, I don't know! Primé facie 
it is the doty of an attorney to issue execution, especially in 
the case of a plaintiff who has told him she is poor. 

Mr. Ribton opened a defence to the effect that Marks was 
insolvent, so that it would have been no use to issue execution. 
Mr. Binns had made inquiries, and found that this was so. 

Mr. Binns having been called to support the defence. 

The learned Jupce said he doubted whether an attorney was 
necessarily bound to issne execution if not supplied with 
money for the purpose. 

Mr. Serjeant O'Brien said he was so when told from the first 
that his client had no money. 

Mr. Justice Wicntman observed that clearly he could not 
then claim from his client part of all the past costs, already 
incurred, but might he not claim to be farnished with the ex- 
pense of issuing execution? 

“Mr. Serjeant O’ Brien urged strongly. that there was great 
reason to suspect that Binns had not ho his best to realize 
the damages, especially as in cases of breach of promise of 
matriage the jury f poancena awarded the damages with reference 
to the position and circumstances of the defendant. He ridi- 
culed the idea of Binns believing Marks’s statement that he 
could not pay damages; and insisted that the dread of imprison- 
ment would have driven him to do so, because in a case of 








wrong—like breach of promise of marriage—insolvency cou!d 
not have relieved him from imprisonment. 

Mr. Justice WicurMaN briefly left the case to the jury, whic 
found for the plaintiff, damages £100. 

The learned JupGE then gave the defendant leave to move. 





COMPANIES’ LAW. 


VOLUNTARY WINDING-UP. 
Re Torquay Bath Company, M.R., 11 W.R. 653; Re Fire 
Annihilator Company, M. R., 11 W. R. 654. 

This is the first case in which it has been decided that 
a company registered under the Joint Stock Companies 
Act, 1856, but not re-registered under the Companies 
Act, 1862, may be wound up voluntarily under the pro- 
visions of the latter Act. The words of that Act are 
explicit and clear as to all companies which are registered 
although not formed under the Act; but the provisions 
in respect of voluntary winding up, relating to companies 
formed under former Acts, and not registered under the 
Act of 1862, are very involvud and difficult of construc- 
tion, and section 199 provides in terms that “no unre- 
gistered company shall be wound up under this Act, or 
subject to the supervision of the Court.” Upon the con- 
struction of this clause the Master of the Rolls was of 
opinion that it is not intended to exclude companies re- 
gistered under any of the former Joint-Stock Companies 
Acts, although not registered under the Act of 1862. In 
a previous case, Re Minima Organ Company, 11 W. R. 530, 
Kindersley, V.C., had to consider precisely thes ame ques- 
tion; and after some discussion in that case, his Honour 
appears to have entertained considerable doubt whether 
a company not registered under the Act of 1862 could 
wind up voluntarily under its provisions. The decision 
of the Master of the Rolls in the above named case of the 
Torquay Bath Company now sets the question at rest. 

The case of Re the Fire Annihilator Company decides 
that the Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to make an 
order to wind up a company registered under the Joint 
Stock Companies Act, 1856, at the instance of a contribu- 
tory, notwithstanding that the company is in course of 
being wound up voluntarily. As to a voluntary liquida- 
tor’s liability to account, the Master of the Rolls made the 
following observations:—It was ciear that he must be 
liable to account to somebody; and his Honour was of 
opinion that the Act of Parliament was never meant to 
put an end to the right of the partners to call for due ad- 
ministration of the assets. What would have been the 
duty and practice of the Court of Chancery if it had not 
been for the passing of the Winding-up Acts? It was 
clear that any one of the partners might have called on 
the liquidator for an account, detailed and vouched, of 
his receipts and payments. There was nothing in the 
Winding-up Acts to take away this jurisdiction. They 
only meant to aid the Court of Chancery in its jurisdic- 
tion, by making it unnecessary to go through the pre- 
liminary proceedings to obtain a decree, which involved 
questions of abatements, numbers of parties, &c. There- 
fore the Acts of Parliament gave the partners statutory 
relief. 


SourHAMPTON Dock Act—To.t1is. — The Southamp- 
ton Dock Company are by their Act restricted from 
making any ad valorem charge upon things landed at 
their port. 

Where an attempt was made to make an ad valorem 
charge upon the landing of a looking-glass and stereo- 
scope, richly set with jewels, on the ground that they did 
not come within the description of any of the articles 
mentioned in the schedule, the Court held that such 
charge was not maintainable, and that the dock company 
are only justified in charging for erticles not mentioned 
in the schedule such rate as would be equal to the rate 
affixed to an article of the same nature, package, value, 
and quality in the schedule.—Southampton Dock Company 
v. Hill, C. P. 11 W. BR. 646. 


NEGLIGENCE—PAssENGER, — The plaintiff became a 
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passenger by the defendants’ railway from H. to M. When 
she arrived. at the station at H. there was a at, crowd, 
and she got into the guard’s van, with sev other per- 
sons, and with the guard’s permission, who also showed. 
her where to sit. When the train arrived at M. it. stopped, 
but the van was not opposite the platform. The plain- 
tiff began to get out of the van, but before she could do 
so the train moved on, and the plaintiff fell, and was in- 
jured. 

Held, in an action by the plaintiff to recover damages 
from the defendants for the injuries, that there was evi- 
dence of negligence on the part of the defendants. — 
Stockdale v. The Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway Com- 
pany, Ex. 11 W. RB. 650. 





BANKRUPTCY LAW. 


BANKRUPTCY COURT, 
Before Mr. Commissioner Fang. 

May 15.—In re Mead.—The bankrupt was a farmer, of 
Writtle, in Essex, and this was a meeting for discharge. 

Mr. R. Griffiths said he was instructed by Mr, Aldridge, the 
Crown Solicitor, to op; 

It appeared that in April, 1861, the bankrupt’s wife petitioned 
for a Trvess on the ground of adultery and cruelty. On the 
14th of January, 1862, the bankrupt by settlement disposed of 
the whole of his property for the benefit of his four children, 
and the wife had now aclaim upon the proceeds in respect of 
unpaid alimony. 

Mr. Sargood, for the bankrupt: While admitting that the gen- 
eral conduct of Mr. magi © is admirable, I object altogether 
to the opposition of Mr, Aldridge, who, in point of fact, appears 
for nobody. When, on the last occasion, I saw in Mr. Bromley’s 
hands the papers from the country solicitor [ said that if thi 
course of conduct were continued I would pledge myself to de- 
nounce it. I am surprised to find that there is opposition to- 
day, because I have reason to know that those whose names 
were used on the last occasion were very much annoyed in con- 
sequence, 

The Commiss1ongeRr.—lIt is a mystery to me. 

Mr. Sargood,—Yes, but it ought no longer to remain a mys- 
tery either to you or the public. Only one creditor has proved 
his debt, My friend Mr. Griffiths enunciates his position as 
instructed by Mr. Aldridge, Who is Mr. Aldridge? There 
is no order authorizing Mr. Aldridge to oppose a bankrupt; 
and it is monstrous to suppose that Mr. Ardridge, “occupying 
the position the Lord Chancellor has given him, should come 
here, and of his own mere motion oppose every unfortunate 
wretch who appears in court. 

After a long discussion, in the course of which Mr. Sargood 
said that if Mr. Aldridge were here he did not think he would 
sanction the course which was being adopted, the order author- 
izing Mr. Aldridge “to act as solicitor” in, certain cases, and to 
“* prosecute the bankruptcies,” was produced. 

Mr, Sargood.—To prosecute the bankruptcies, and not to 
persecute the bankrupts. 

Mr. Griffiths-—You, Mr. Sargood, have represented Mr. 
Aldridge on many occasions. 

Mr, Sargood,—Yes; and when I do I take care not to misre- 
present him, 

Mr. Griffiths.—I believe I am instructed by Mr. Aldridge. I 
have my brief here. 

Mr. Sargood,—Yes, but I should like Mr, Aldridge to be here 
to hear what you say. You represent some person behind the 
scenes, 

Mr. Griffiths having further stated the case, and asked for 
another adjournment of the order of discharge, on the ground 
that the bankrupt had disposed of property in contemplation 
of bankruptcy, 

Mr, Sargood said: Who is my friend’s client? Nobody. Mr. 
Cannan, the official assignee, does not ask for an adjournment, 
It is absurd and wicked that bankrupts are to be tortured by 
chimeras of suits. It is a monstrous excuse for adjourning: 
and for Mr. Griffiths to say that he aprons for Mr. Aldridge, 
that is a piece of arrant moonshine. It is idle to say that Mr. 
Aldridge is interested. Whom does Mr. Aldridge represent? 

Mr. Griffiths. —The creditors. 

Mr. Sargood—Only the official assignee. I should like to 
know from whom Mr, Aldridge got the instructions—from the 
country attorneys? I should like to know whether Mr. 
Aldridge would have ‘the courage to say that he can take 
instructions behind the back of the Court, and make a case for 





a creditor who cannot personally appear. I repeat that I have - 
seen the papers from the country attorney in the hands of Mr. 
ie ee ae to open my lips as well 
as my eyes, say present are surrep- 
titious, dishonest, and unfair in purpose and pri and thas 
the excuse is idle and barefaced. 

The COMMISSIONER said he should take time. to, consider 
what should be done in the matter. 

The discussion then dropped. 





Correspondence. 
Trust Deep—Prior Ciam or Truster ror Costs. 

The treasurer of a duly certified friendly society tie Mods, 
debted to the society in the sum of £50, assigned all his 
estate, and effects to H., upon trust to collect and get in the 
same, pay costs and expenses, and pay creditors. The deed 
was registered in the Court of , and we may 
assume that tbe requisite formalities were complied: with, The 
trustee sold goods, from the sale of which he received £16, net, 
He has also had possession of certain real estate (subject to, a 
mortgage), from. part of which he has received rent, duri 
past twelve months, and might, but for his own 
have received rent for the remainder. Immediately after the 
assignment to H. he received notice from the trustees of the 
friendly society of their claim upon the assignor, anid a demand 
of payment. He has not complied with this demand, and 
alleges that all moneys received by him have, in accordance 
with the terms of the trust deed, been applied in of 
costs, charges, and expenses, I should feel obliged if some of 
your correspondents would answer the following queries:—. 

1st. How far is it open to contention that such costs and 
expenses take priority of the claim of the friendly society? 
2nd. How the equity of redemption in the hands of the as- 
signee can be rendered available towards the discharge of that 
claim, assuming it to beof value? and 3rd, how far the as- 
signee is liable for rents which since the assignment he has 
received, or which he might have received, from this real estate 
as yet unsold? 

My own impression is, that the course for the society to 
pursue is to bring an action in like manner as one might be 
brought against an executor, and that on proof of assets, the 
assignee will be liable to the extent of them, without being 
allowed to deduct costs of the trust deed, &c. x. 

Bromsgrove, May 16. 





PROBATE. 


WiLL — ATTESTATION—SIGNATURE—LorD Str, Lso- 
NARDs’ Act. 


In the goods of W. Hammond (deceased.) 


Lord St. Leonards’ Act, 15 & 16 Vict. c. 24, 8. 1, was 
intended to put an end to that previously numerons, class 
of cases which turned upon, the, doubtfulness of a testa 
tor’s signature, arising from its position in a ntal 
document. Before the passing of that Act position of 
the signature was often a matter of great importance as 
affecting the validity of the will. The statute 1 Vict. c. 26, 
s. 9, provides that the will shall be signed “ at the foot or 
end thereof by the testator or by some other person in his 
presence and by his direction.” This provision was origi- 
nally intended to set aside the effect of some decisions 
which laid down the rule that where the whole will was in 
the testator’s handwriting, the name occurring in the exor- 
dium or body of the will was sufficient. The new enact- 
ment, however, produced new difficulties of its own; for the 
ecclesiastical courts held that the signature should imme- 
diately follow “under” the disposing part of the will, 
and in such a manner that nothing could be written 
between the signature and the last words. Otherwise it 
was held that the sigature was not signed “at the foot or 
end thereof” by the testator. The questions thus raised. 
were of more frequent occurrence, and were more, e@r 
barrassing, than those which the 1 Vict. was intended to. 
set at rest, and it was to obviate the new. inconvenignoe 
that Lord St. Leonards framed the statute 15 & 16 Vist. 
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placed at, or after, or following, or under, or beside, or 
opposite to the end of the will, that it shall be ap- 
parent on the face of the will that the testator in- 
tended to give effect by such his signature to the 
writing signed as his will.” In Trott v. Skidmore, 8 
W. R. 590, Sir C. Cresswell ruled in favour of the validity 
of a will written by a testator in 1832, and concluding 
with his name, although the witnesses’ signatures bore 
date in 1838; and also in Page v. Donovan, 3 Jur. N.S. 220, 
where the signature was at the end of a notarial certifi- 
cate immediately following the will, it was held good. In 
the above-named case of In the goods of W. Hammond 
(deceased ), the testator wrote a codicil upon the first side 
of a half sheet of foolscap folded in the middle, and at the 
bottom of the sheet were written the words “ for my sig- 
nature and witnesses see next side.” On the fourth side 
of the half sheet, and, when it was unfolded, by the side 
of and on a level with the bottom of the codicil, were the 
signatures of the deceased and of the attesting witnesses. 
The paper was folded when the attesting witnesses 
signed their names, so that they could not see whether 
on was any writing on the first side of the half 
eet. 

It was argued that, from the fact of the document 
being signed, and from the position of the signatures, it 
might be inferred that the testator intended to give 
effect to the document hidden from the witnesses, 
and that at all events the case was within the provisions 
of Lord St. Leonards Act, as when the paper was opened 
the signature was at the side of the codicil. Sir C. 
Cresswell was of opinion that this would have been so if 
there was any evidence that anything had in fact been 
written upon it before the signatures were put there. 
“The case,” he observed, “was compared in argument 
with that of a will consisting of several sheets, where 
there was no direct evidence of all the sheets having been 
present at the time of the execution, and also with that 
of a will executed when the writing was covered over; 
but I find in all those cases, from that before Lord 
Mansfield (Bond v. Seawell, 3 Burr. 1773) down to the 
present time, that it has always been considered as a ques- 
tion of fact whether the different sheets of a will were 
present at the time of the execution, and there was always 
some evidence from which it could be presumed that 
something had been written before the signature. But 
this case is absolutely denuded of all evidence whatever 
on that question.” Probate of the codicil was therefore 
refused. 

TWO WILLS— PROBATE GRANTED OF BOTH.—The Court 
granted probate of two wills, the latter of which did not 
appear to revoke the first.—Jn the gocds of Hannah 
Graham, deceased, 11 W. RB. 638. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Wicur, of 29, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been 
appointed a commissioner to swear affidavits for all the courts 
of the County Palatine of Lancaster. 


GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Lecat Decrees AnD Acapemic Honours. 
Although much has already been said by correspondents on 
“ Legal Degrees and Rewards,” I still trust that you will find 
room for another letter on this subject. 
Most articled clerks, and others connected with the legal 
ion, desire the University of London to throw open her 
w degrees to all those who have passed their examinations at 
the Incorporated Law Society's Hall. They wish proficiency 
in legal professional knowledge to be a qualification for legal 
. They would dispense with matriculation and Bache- 
lor of Arts examinations; or, at least, make those examinations 
possess a more legal character than they do at present. But 
such a course is scarcely practicable, I should think. The 
university authorities might exempt solicitors and attorneys 
from the necessity of obtaining a Bachelor of Arts degree, but 
they could not well do away with matriculation. At Oxford 








and Cambridge men who go in for their LL.B. or LL.D., must 
have gone through the latter examination. And since the 
other universities follow this rule, I cannot see how London 
can differ from them. It must be better for the University of 
London to act like the ancient seats of learning in as many 
points as possible. Doubtless the object of those who have the 
control of her affairs is to raise her position to that of Oxford 
and Cambridge; and the accomplishment of that object must 
of necessity be a work of time. It cannot be attained for 
many generations; and, by making this remark, I do not mean 
to infer that the generality of persons look down upon the 
University of London. If they did so, they would display 
very little wisdom or penetration, The London University 
supplies a great national want. At the period when it was 
established, we were without any college or university which 
conferred degrees without requiring residence within its 
walls. The less wealthy of the community, and those 
engaged in professional duties, therefore, were debarred 
the opportunity of having a really finished and advanced 
course of study. They could not go to Oxford or Cam- 
bridge. They were unable to spare the time or money to do so. 
In fact, they were without any alternative but contenting them- 
selves with school acquirements. This was hard upon those 
who had both taste and talent for learning, But the want so 
universally felt was in all respects supplied by the establish- 
ment of the University of London, principally through the exer- 
tions of Lord Brougham. In many points it was peculiar; and 
the necessity of having a B, A. before an LL.D. degree was one 
of its rules. But this might with perfect propriety be omitted. 
If the statute relative to this rule was revoked it would be a 
great and not more than fair boon to articled clerks and others. 
But matriculation could not be dispensed with, If such was 
the case a law degree would decrease in value. One might 
well ask, in the same way, why the preliminary examinations 
have been instituted for articled clerks. Their design is to 
insure a liberal education for all who may enter the legal pro- 
fession. So matriculation guarantees a sound and some- 
what extensive education to those who desire to become bache- 
lors and doctors of laws. It would do an immense deal of harm 
to the University of London not to make matriculation com- 
pulsory on those who desire their LL.B. or LL.D., but it would 
do good and no harm to permit the B,A. examinations to be 
optional for candidates for legal degrees. 

But, the principal subject upon which I wished to touch was 
that of legal rewards as now bestowed by the Incorporated 
Law Society. Under the present system ifa man comes 
out amongst the five best at the final law examination 
he receives a prize in books to the value of about £5. 
Now, of course this is, and ought to be, an encouragement 
for clerks to read hard during their articles; but the 
reward appears scarcely adequate. At the Inns of Court a 
man has a chance of obtaining a scholarship if he is a candidate 
for honours, And if this plan was carried out with reference 
to the legal rewards of the Incorporated Law Society, it would 
be a much greater stimulant to work than a prize of books. 
Supposing a scholarship of the value of £40, tenable for three 
years, was the reward conferred on the student who now ob- 
tains the Clifford’s-inn prize, he would be induced to study 
still harder than with the prospect of receiving the prize now 
given. Besides, a pecuniary reward would be of great as- 
sistance to many who have nothing but their future exertions 
in the profession they have chosen to procure a livelihood. 
I only offer this as a suggestion. I must nevertheless say, that 
such an alteration in the legal rewards of the Incorporated Law 
Society would tend greatly to place the profession of the law 
on a still firmer and influential basis than at the present time. 

I fear I have encroached largely on your space, but I believe 
the subjects upon which this letter treats are deeply important; 
and I hope that the members of the legal profession, and others 
interested in the matter, may soon see innovation with regard to 
the legal degrees of the University of London, and improve- 
ments in the legal rewards given by the Incorporated Law 
Society. .C. 





Tue Innkeepers’ Liasiuity Bin. 


After carefully reading the articles on this subject in your 
two last papers, I fail to arrive at the author's conclusions as 
to what ought to be the liability of aninnkeeper. As a matter 
of abstract justice, why should an innkeeper be under any 
liability at all in respect of a loss sustained by his guest in the 
absence of any negligence in the pm ge or his servants? If 
it be said that the guest has no control over the persons ad- 
mitted to theinn, then I answer that a person residing in a 


} lodging-house has no control over the persons admitted to such 
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NnOuse, and yet the lodging-house keeper is not r ible for 
.0ss sustained by a person staying at hishouse. With respect 
to adeclaration of value under the proposed Act reference has 
been made to an attorney going to an inn with a bundle of 
deeds. I do not know what other people would do, but ifI 
were to go to an inn with a bundle of deeds I should take good 
care that no one stole them. In such a case I should hardly 
stay to consider whether the innkeeper would or would not be 
liable if my deeds were stolen. Probably he would not be 
worth suing, or the deeds might be family settlements or other 
i documents not admitting of money compensation. 

t appears to me not too much to ask a traveller arriving at 
an inn with valuable property in his ion to bring the 
fact to the knowledge of the innkeeper, in order that extra care 
may be taken of the same. I cannot see how such traveller 
could conceive himself injured or affronted by having to do so 
simple an act. Your correspondent has drawn some ludicrous 
pictures of a crowd of travellers waiting their turn at an hotel, 
in order to declare the value of their luggage, &c., while the 
innkeeper is peering into their boxes and testing the genuine- 
ness of their jewellery; but any person much in the habit of 
going to hotels in any part of England would know that such 
scenes would be purely imaginary. 

I dwell much on the manifest unfairness of imposing on an 
innkeeper duties which are not imposed on any other trades- 
man, and, putting aside for the present old cases decided in 
different times, under very different circumstances, I shail 
really feel obliged if the writer of the articles will point out what 
there is in the calling of an innkeeper of so peculiar a nature 
that he should, as a matter of course, be subject to responsibi- 
lities greater than those borne by any other tradesman; and I 
would ask the writer, that supposing no case on the sub- 
ject had ever been decided, whether it is at all likely that at 
the present day the courts of law would decide that an innkeeper 
is liable for a loss sustained by a guest, where no negligence 
whatever was proved or even charged against the innkeeper or 
his servants; in other words, whether such courts of law would 
declare that because a man was an innkeeper therefore he 
must be presumed to have been guilty of negligence? G. 

Chancery-lane, May 19, 1863. 


In the last number of your journal you allude to the state- 
ment made by the member of the House of Commons who 
introduced this bill, with reference to a loss of £215 at the 
Grosvenor Hotel, and you add that it does not appear what 
became of the case. The statement made by the hon. member 
was from information given to him by the hotel company, and 
was very erroneous, as he frankly admitted to the House 
on the night of Monday, the 27th of April, and he added his 
then belief that the money was lost in the hotel. The facts are 
these:—The gentleman who lost the money was a person of 
independent means and was living abroad with his family, and 
had only come to this country for afew days. Before leaving 
he drew from his own bankers, who are country ones, £200 
in Bank of England notes. The numbers of these notes were 
not taken by his bankers, nor was it their custom to take the 
numbers of notes which they paid away; but one £10 had been 
received from a Brighton bank, and the number of that note 
was ascertained by the hotel company. 

The money, with some other valuables, was put into a bag 
which was locked, and the bag itself placed in a portmanteau. 
The portmanteau was not locked. The door of the room was 
always locked and the key given to the hotel servant, whose 
duty it was to take care of it. On the loss being discovered 
the manager was at once informed of it, and I was consulted 
about it and every information as to the position and character 
of the loser was afforded to the hotel company, who at first ac- 
knowledged that they must pay the amount, but who after- 
wards declined to do so; and after waiting for some months I 
brought an action against the company, which they defended 
up to trial, compelling the plaintiff to come from Switzerland 
to prove his case, and throwing every impediment inthe way 
to prevent my obtaining the evidence of their own servants. 

he day before the cause would have been in the paper for 
trial the company submitted to an order to stay, on payment of 
debt, interest, and all the costs. 

Ido not think a true statement of this case will serve to 
show than an innkeeper should be relieved from liability to 
make good his customers’ loss, A Supscriser. 

30, Great George-street, Westminster, S.W, 

May 19, 1863. 


Sramr on ARticLes oF CLERKSHIP, 
In your impression of this day, there appears a letter from a 








correspondent Mr. W. Tayler, a ion of w hich relates to the 
stamp duty on articles of clerkship. Icordially agree with 
him that it is unfair for a clerk to pay so large a sum as £80 
besides a premium, before he knows whether his ability or taste 
will allow him to follow the profession of the law, and it would 
be much better to levy a tax of £150 on admission. By a 
recent Act of Parliament articles of clerkship can be stamped 
after their execution by paying a graduated scale of penalties 
according to the time that has elapsed since that event took 
place; but that Act is almost inoperative by the fact that the 
articles cannot be registered until they are duly stamped, nor 
after six months without an order of the Court of n’s 


h. 

Now if the articles were allowed to be regi unstamped , 
persons would have the option of paying the £80 or the penal- 
ties at any subsequent period, which appears to me must have 
been the intention of the Legislature, otherwise the Actis an 
anomaly, If such an alteration as I have suggested could be 
effected, it would answer the purpose of your correspondent, and 
would be of great benefit to many. R. E. D. 

May 16, 1863. 





MarrRiaGE SETTLEMENT—Provisions a8 TO Drvorce. 
The provision proposed to be inserted in the settlement at 

p- 529 of this journal is simply void. G. W. G. 
89, Chancery-lane, May 19, 1863. 





JupeMENTs, &c., Law AMENDMENT. 

As the above bill was thrown out last week mi 530), 
and Parliament has determined that the charge on land should 
be left to the judgment creditor, itis most desirable that the 
necessity for registering executions should be done away with. 
It was observed by one speaker in the debate on the above bill 
“ that if a judgment were to be a lien on land at all, it should 
not be necessary to take out an execution in order to make it 
80,” and such a practice was said to be by others inexpedient, 
inconvenient, and unintelligible. These observations agree with 
opinions expressed in several articles that appeared in the Soli- 
citor’s Journal shortly after the passing of the Act, 23 & 24 
Vict, c. 38, (1860.) It must be admitted that the present 
state of the law is expensive to creditor and debtor, and of no 
benefit to the purchaser. 

It is important to caution the profession to be guarded when 
they find a registered judgment, without an execution. The 
Solicitor-General remarked that “ the 1 & 2 Vict. c.110, gave 
a perfect security to the creditor subject to the ion of 
his remedy for a year; but the bill then before the pro - 

that the debtor should be enabled to sell what did not 

ong to him, but belonged to the creditor,” &c, 

From this it seems that the creditor has still left to him his 
remedy inequity under.the 1 & 2 Vict., and as in registering 
win telenant and electing this remedy he would have no inten- 
tion of enforcing an execution, it may be held that it would be 
unnecessary for him to incur the expense of issuing and register- 
ing such a process, ‘The profession are involved in so many 
difficulties that they would appreciate very highly an amend- 
ment that would make the subject more easy to be an 
hended ; the simple repeal of the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 38, be 
an improvement, as the operation of the 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 
without the supplementary Act, is very well under. 
stood. It is to be hoped that the Solicitor-General, after his 
admission of the defective state of the law, may find time 
and inclination to consolidate and place the law of judgments 
as they effect land in a more satisfactory shape, which probably 
no one is so capable of doing. Qa 

May 21, 1863. 





PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Monday, May 18. 
CONCENTRATION oF CouRTS OF JUSTICE, 


Department whether her Majesty's Government had arrived at 
any decision as to the course to be adopted with reference to 
the building and concentration of courts of justice, and the 
sites to be chosen for that purpose; and if so, whether he 
would state what measures it had been determined to adopt? 
Sir G. Grey said it was the intention of the first 
sioner of works to move for leave to bring in a bill for the ap- 
propriation of certain funds towards concentrating the courts 
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of justice, and if Parliament should sanction that proposal, a 
bill would be proposed next session for that purpose, 
Tuesday, May 19 
Srock CERTIFICATE TO BEARER BILL. 
This bill was read a second time. 





Pending Measures of Degislation, 

A BILL 10 MAKE BETTER PROVISION FOR THE ENFORCE- 
MENT THROUGHOUT EXGLAND AND IRELAND OF THE 
DEcREES AND Orpers or THE CouRTS OF CHANCERY, 
Propate, AND DrvoRce. 

The following bill has been introduced into the House of 
Commons by Mr. Butt:— : 

After reciting the 41 Geo. 3, c. 90; 2& 3 Will. 4, c. 93; 20 
& 21 Vict. c. 85; 20 & 21 Vict. c. 77; and 20 & 21 Vict. c. 
79, the bill proposes to enact as follows:— 

1. Whenever at the time of the ing of this Act, or at 
any time thereafter, any decree or order shall ‘have been pro- 
nounced by the Court of Divorce and Matrimonial Causes or 
the Court of Probate in England, such decree or order may be 
enrolled in the High Court of Chancery in Ireland in manner 
provided by the fifth section of the said Act of the forty-first, 
year of his late Majesty. King George the Third, 

2. Whenever at the time of the passing of this Act, or at 
any time thereafter, any decree or order shall be made by the 
Court of Probate in Ireland, such decree or order may be en- 
rolled in the High Court of Chancery in England in the 
manner provided by the 6th section of the said Act. 

8. For the purpose of such enrolment the Court for Divorce 
and Matrimonial Causes and the Courts of Probate in England 
and Ireland respectively, shall, upon application made to them, 
cause copies of such decrees and orders to be made and cer- 
tified under the seal of the court, and-such certified copies shall 
be enrolled in the same manner as is provided for exemplifica- 
tions of decrees of chancery under the provisions of the said 
first-recited Act. 

4. All the provisions of the 5th and 6th sections of the 
said first-recited Act shall apply and extend to all orders and 
decrees of the High Courts of Guano in England and [reland 
respectively. 

5, All orders anddecreesso enrolled in the High Court of Chan- 
cery in England under the provisions of the said firstrecited Act or 
of this Act shall, for the purposes of issuing execution thereon, or 
of charging land or other property in England, be dcemed and 
taken to be decrees and orders of the High Court of Chancer 
in England; and all decrees and orders enrolled in the Hig 
Court of Chancery in Ireland under said provisions shall, for 
all purposes of execution and of charging property in Ireland, 
be deemed and taken to be decrees of the High Cour of Chan- 
cery in Ireland; and all such decrees and s shall have the 
same force and effect, be enforceable, and in all respects what- 
soever be attended by all the same rights and remedies as de- 
crees or orders originally pronounced by the Court in which 


6. After the passing of this Act no decree or order shall be 
so enrolled in the High Court of Chancery in England or Ire- 
land, unless an order shall be made, upon special application to 
the Court in which such decree or order shall have been origi- 
nally made and pronounced, authorising the party applying to 
make such enrolment; and no seieupliiathin or certified copy 
of any decree or order shall be given by any of the said Courts 
for the purpose of such enrolment, unless upon such application 
the Court shall be satisfied that such enrolment is requisite for 
the purposes of justice. 

7. The word “Court” in this Act shall mean and include 
the High Courts of Chancery in England and Ireland respec- 
tively, the Courts of Probate in England and Ireland, and the 
Court of Divorce and. imonial- Causes, and every jndge, 
vice-chancellor, master, or other person by whom causes may 
be tried and determined and decrees or orders made or pro- 
nounced in any of the said courts. 

8. This Act may be cited for all purposes as “The Execu- 
tion of Decree Acts, 1863.” 





A Britt 10 Amexp rue LAW RELATING TO THE GIVING OF 
Szcouniry vor Costs BY PLAINTIFFS RESIDING OUT OF THE 
JURISDICTION OF THE COURTS. 


The following bill has been introduced into the House of 


After pe Be ¥ von is t the law rela- 
' T 
ting to the giving pa Be (ey by plaiutiffe : ‘a ‘the 


superior courts of law at Westminster and Dablin who reside 





in parts of the United Kingdom beyond the jurisdiction of the 
courts in which their actions are brought, the bill proposes to 
enact as follows :— 

1, This Act may be cited upon all occasions and for all pur- 
poses as “ The Security for Costs Act, 1863.” 

2. Whenever any plaintiff suing after the passing of this 
Act in any of the superior courts of common law at Westinin- 
ster or Dublin shall be resident in any part of the United 
Kingdom beyond the jurisdiction of the Court in which he sues, 
such plaintiff may, if he shall so think fit, in lieu and instead 
of giving security for costs, give an undertaking under this Act 
in manner hereinafter mentioned, to pay all such costs in the 
action brought by him as he may bo ordered or adjudged to 
pay by any order of any judge or order or judgment of the 
Court. 

3, Such undertaking may be in writing in the form in the 
schedule to this Act annexed, and may be signed by the plain- 
tiff or his attorney, and filed in the proper o of the court, 
or may be given in open court by the plaintiff, his counsel or 
his attorney; and any undertaking so given shall be enforceable 
against such plaintiff in all parts of the United Kingdom in 
manner hereinafter mentioned. ; 

4, Whenever any undertaking shall have been so given by 
or on behalf of any plaintiff under this Act, and any costs 
shall be awarded or adjudged to be paid by the said plaintift 
by any order or judgment of the Court, or by any order of any 
judge having authority in that behalf, it shall be lawful, for the 
person to whom such costs are ordered or adjudged to be paid 
to obtain from the Court in which the actionhas been brought, 
or from any judge thereof, under the seal of the Court or the 
hand of such judge, a certificate stating that such undertaking 
has been given by the plaintiff under this Act in an action 
brought by him in such Court, and that costs have been 
awarded and adjudged to be paid by the said plaintiff, and sta- 
ting the amount of such costs, and the person to whom they 
are to be paid; and the person to whom such costs, are awarded 
to be paid shall be entitled, upon producing such certificate, in 
the case of a certificate of an English court or judge to, any 
judge of one of the superior courts of common law at Dublin, 
or of the Court of Session in Scotland, to obtain immediately 
and without notice to the defendant, an order that such costs 
shall be forthwith paid; and in the case of a certificate of an 
Irish court or judge, he may in like manner, upon producing 
such certificate to a judge of one of the superior courts of com- 
mon law at Westminster, or of the Court of Session in 
Scotland, obtain an order that such costs shall be paid forth- 
with. 

5. Every order so made by any judge in pursuance of such 
certificate shall be entitled in the court of which the judge 
making same shall be a judge, and shall be deemed and_ taken 
to be an order of such Court, and may be enforced by all such 
process and execution as might have been used for the re- 
covery of such costs if the same had been originally ordered or 
adjudged to be paid by the order or judgment of such Court, 
and shall have for all purposes of such process and 
execution and of charging any land or other property, 
the force and effect of a judgment of such Court, 
and every such order may also, at the desire. of the party 
to whom the costs are awarded to be paid, be enforced. by pro- 
cess of attachment for contempt according to the course and 
practice of the Court as if the undertaking to pay such costs 
had been originally given in such court, 

6. When any plaintiff Ri pee the United Kingdom 
shall have given, by himself, or his counsel or his attorney, the 
undertaking to pay herein before mentioned, no order shall be 
made requiring such plaintiff to give security for costs or stay- 
ing his pr ings until such security for costs shall be given 
on the ground that he is resident beyond the jurisdiction of the 


urt. 

7. Nothing herein contained shall in any manner affect or 
interfere with the right of any plaintiff or defendant to require 
or obtain security for costs from any defendant or plaintiff re- 
siding beyond the limits of the United Kingdom in the same 
manner as if this Act had not been passed, or be deemed in 
any manner to alter, vary, or affect the law or procedure of any 
Court as to the requiring security for costs, except so far as 
herein is expressly made and declared. 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE, 
The tribunal of Saint Malo, at its audience of March 27, 
gave judgment on an affair which offers some singular details. 
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A handsome girl from twenty to twenty-three years of age, 
named Caroline Léon, had from her earliest childhood made one 
of a strolling troop of gipsies managed by M. Léon and his wife, 
who treated Caroline and presented her everywhere as their child. 
When she arrived at Saint Malo her success as a singer attracted 
the attention of a young man belonging to another family of no- 
mades, and heasked for Caroline’s hand in marriage. The hand- 
some zingara gave consent, but she met with the most violent 
opposition on the part of Léon and his wife, who contessed to her, 
after a violent scene, that she was not their daughter. Asa 
consequence of this revelation, the girl, hitherto known under 
the name of Caroline, came to ask of the Tribunal ajudgment 
fixing 8 much as possible the place and date of her birth, 
giving her name, an identity, and permitting her in conse- 
quence to obtain a passport, to have a legal personality, and to 
marry. The reporting magistrate stated the questions of law 
which the Tribunal had to resolve with respect to its compe- 
tence, and the basis of this extraordinary demand; he added 
that in fact it must be decided whether the information laid 
before the Court was sufficient or whether further enquiries 
should be ordered. ‘I'he batonnier de lordre, called upon, in 
virtue of the law on judicial assistance, to set forth the cause 
of the indigent plaintiff, established the competence of the 
Tribunal, and demanded an immediate hearing of the only 
persons capable of throwing some light on this mysterious 
affair—namely, the plaintiff and the Léons, husband and wife. 
The young girl declared that her most distant recollections 
brought back nothing to her mind but the Léon family taking 
her about from fair to fair, teaching her to sing, and making 
her parade before the publicin the street. She was determined 
to leave those who had always deceived her, and who would give 
her no means of finding her parents. ‘The woman Léon, intro- 
duced in her turn, according to the forms of her religion and 
the requirements of her conscience, turned away from the 
Christ and the Tribunal, and placing herself opposite a window 
pronounced the following words, with a not undignified move- 
ment: “ Between Heaven ‘and carth, I promise to open my 
heart and to tell the truth.” 

Then she related that finding herself in France between 
Morlaix and Brest, twenty years ago, she met with a young 
Jewess carrying a child of two or three years old, very sickly; 
that she had compassion on the child and took it into her car- 
riage; but that at Brest the mother left stealthily, abandoning 
her child. No questions could make the woman go beyond 
this narrow circle. She then implored Caroline to return to 
those who had brought her up; but the latter, shaking her 
head, extended her arms as if to repulse her. As to Léon, a 
little old German Jew, it was impossible to get a word of 
French from him. After these persons had been heard the 
Procureur Impérial, in a vivid and fervent extemporaneous ad- 
dress, represented the melancholy position of this girl, hence- 
forth without a name, without a family, without identity, unable 
to realize any act of civil life, appealing to the compassion of 
the Tribunal to be released from this tomb, this civil nonentity 
into which the chances of life had plunged her. During this 
address, the young girl sobbed, or with hands clasped looked at 
her judges with an air of supplication, without reflecting 
that the new lot she coveted might not be better than the 
one she was leaving. The Tribunal, adopting the conclusions 
of the public ministry, declared that the plaintiff, born twenty- 
three years ago of unknown parents, should bear in future the 
name of Caroline Léon by which she had been known, and that 
the judgment should be inscribed in the registers of the acts of 
the état civil of the town of Saint Malo. 








REVIEWS. 


The Institutions of the English Government; being an account 
of the Constitution, Powers, and Procedure of its Legisla- 
tive, Judicial, and Administrative Departments, With 
copious references to ancient and modern authorities. By 
HomersHaM Cox, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 1863. 
The work before us is a bold and ambitious effort of a 

thoughtful and able man. ‘There are already numerous 

works which occupy more or less of the ground which 

Mr. Homersham. Cox has selected for his learned re- 

searches, but none of them are of the same comprehensive 

and scientific character as his book, the general aim and scheme 
of which differs as widely from Blackstone’s Commentaries as 
from Mr. Hallam’s or Mr .May’s, Constitutional History, while 
it is distinguished from such works as De Lolme'’s Com- 
mentaries, by its greater completeness and detail, as well as 
by its more logical arrangement. Apart from its special plan 





its peculiar feature is the detailed account which it gives of 
our administrative institutions and of their legal powers and 
correlations. It is divided into three books relating to legis- 
lation, judicature, and administration respectively, constitu- 
tional government necessarily consisting of these three parts; 
and it is under the third general head, as we have just inti- 
mated, that the author has brought together the most valuable 
information from various original sources. The first book— 
that which is devoted to legislation—treats of the authority of 
Purliament, of the origin and method of parliamentary legis- 
lation, of the legislative prerogatives and parliamentary powers 
of the Crown, of the constitution and procedure of the two 
Houses, of the Privy Council and Cabinet, and also of the 
rights of petition, public meetings, and the press, All these 
topics are discussed in a compendious manner but withgreat 
exactness and complete information. While the method is 
mostly historical, the author avoids overloading the text with 
antiquarian researches of no practical bearing, such as are 
not uncommon among this class of writers. He uses the 
facts of history only for the purpose of exhibiting or illus- 
trating the development of constitutional principles and rules, 
which are traced succinctly—somewhat after the manner of 
the better class of Jegal text writers. It is not unlikely, there- 
fore, that this work will become an authority within its pro- 
vince. We are certainly acquainted with no other of 
the same subjects so detailed and specific in its in! 2 
or which contains so many or such judicious references to 
authorities such as may serve as a guide in the investigation 
of future constitutional questions. 

The second general division—that relating to English judi- 
cature—is concerned principally with the constitutional 
aspects of the subject. There is, however, a very interestin 
account, historical and descriptive, not only of our judicial i 
offices, but also of the procedure in our courts of jus- 
tice. The latter is of course highly generalized, and is some- 
thing like an attempt to show philosophically the natural or 
necessary steps in judicial procedure, and the extent to which 
our English procedure conforms to the ideal standard. This 
part of the work might be read with great advantage by law 
students and others who desired to obtain in the outset of 
their studies a clear general notion of the procedure of English 
law. The author does not attempt in the second book to treat 
of English jurisprudence, except, as we have said, in its con- 
stitutional aspects, and as this phrase may not be very intelli- 
gible without further explanation, we shall give the author’s 
own definition of what he means by constitutional science.— 

“Tt is requisite,” he says, ‘‘at the outset of this inquiry to 
define the limits of constitutional science. It is the province of 
the science of legislation to investigate generally the principles 
upon which Jaws ought to be founded; but of constitutional 
science, to consider only the manner in which laws ought to 
be made and executed. It is, therefore, not intended here to 


this country of making and executing the laws. 

“The two-fold object of constitutional science just men- 
tioned, corresponds to a division of the functions of Govern- 
ment into two classes—that of making laws, and that of exe- 
cuting them. As the separation of these two functions of 
Government is of the highest importance to the fulfilment of 
its purposes, some of the consequences which result from their 
union or separation require particular consideration.” 

We have met nowhere throughout the work with any defi- 
nition of the science of law, nor does it come within the scope 
of the author's plan. Indeed, what Mr. Cox calls the science 
of legislation, and which he deems to be beyond his province, 
cisked from perdiocan, Jeclepewteneny which -beweves 
uished from , jurispru w b 4 
carefully distinguishes from the science of legislation. 

“ General jurisprudence,” says Mr. Austin, “or the 
sophy of positive law, is not concerned ly with the 
of legislation. It is concerned directly principles 
distinctions which are common to various systems of particular 
and positive law, and which each of those various systems in- 
evitably involves, let it be worthy of praise or blame, or let it 
soe sauces) quoseal fslagraiouan ar te phuleopheral geal 
the phrase juri or ve 
aa on with law as it necessarily és, rather than 
with law as it ought to be: with law as it must be, be it good 
or bad, rather than with law as it must be, if it be good, 

“ The subject and meee Sian’ cs cat ee 
distinguished to particular jurisprudence, are expressed 
Hobbes in that department of his Leviathan which is concerned 
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with civil (or positive) laws. ‘ By civil laws (says he), I un- 
derstand the laws that men are therefore hound to observe, 
because they are members, not of this or that commonwealth in 
particular, but’ of a commonwealth, For the knowledge of 
particular laws belongeth to them that profess the study of the 
laws of their several countries: but the knowledge of civil laws 
in general, to any man. The arcient law of Rome was called 
their “ civil law” from the word civitas, which signifies a com- 
monwealth: And those countries which, haying been under the 
Roman empire, and governed by that law, still retain such part 
thereof as they think fit, call that part the “ civil law,” to dis- 
tinguish it from the rest of their own civil laws. But that is not 
it I intend to speak of. My design is to show, not what is law 
here or there, but what is law, as Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, and 
divers others have done, without taking upon them the profes- 
sion of the study of the law.’ 

“ Having distinguished general from particular jurisprudence, 
I shall show that the study of the former is a necessary or 
useful preparative to the study of the science of legislation. I 
shall also endeavour to show that the study of general juris- 
prudence might precede or accompany with advantage the 
study of particular systems of positive law.” 


We have cited this passage from Mr. Austin for the double 
purpose of showing more distinctly what is, or rather 
what is not, the special object of our author, and of 
illustrating at the same time the inconveniences which 
arise from the want of any settled or common language 
for such scientific investigations. Mr. Cox, however, has 
the merit generally of defining with precision the most impor- 
tant terms which he uses, and it is enough for our purpose, as 
reviewers, to point out the distinction which he draws between 
constitutional science and jurisprudence, and to make our- 
selves intelligible when we say that he concerns himself mainly, 
if not solely, with the constitutional aspects of jurisprudence. 

The chapters in the third book on the secretarial and the 
fiscal administrative offices, and on local administrative Go- 
vernment, are extremely interesting, and we should be very 
glad, if our space allowed it, to give several extracts from 
them. We must content ourselves, however, with the follow- 
ing, by way of specimen :— 

“ The system of management of county rates is a remarkable 
exception to general constitutional principles respecting taxa- 
tion. With respect to borough rates, the ordinary rule is ap- 
plied, that taxes are not to be levied without the assent of the 
tax-payers or their representatives: the same rule applies gene- 
rally as to parochial rates, But in counties, the application of 
the rates devolves upon justices of the peace appointed by 
royal commission. It is remarkable that many of the most 
ancient county rates and burdens were more or less directly 
subject to popular control. ‘The fines and amerciaments regu- 
lated by the statute of Westminster the First just referred to, 
were required by that statute to be assessed before the justices 
in eyre by knights and other honest men (des chivalers et 
des probes hommes). A statute of Henry VI. provides, to pre- 
vent extortion of sheriffs in assessing the wages of knights of 
the shire in Parliament, that the wages shall be assessed in full 
county court, in the presence of all the persons attending the 
court. Coke shows that, according to the provisions of Magna 
Charta, amerciaments such as those for the non-repair of 
bridges and highways, ought to be ‘ affered’ (that is assessed) 
per pares. ‘The principle of popular control over county rates 
and burdens is still more directly recognized by statutes of the 
reign of Henry VILI. One of them, already referred to, which 
relates to the repair of bridges, provides that the justices of the 
peace shall call before them the constables or two inhabitants 
of every town and parish liable to contribute, and with their 
asseut assess the sum required for therepairs. Another statute 
of the samereign, which provides for the building of county 
gaols, requires the sums of money required for the purpose to 
be fixed by the justices, with the consent of ‘all the high con- 
stables, tithing-mep, or borough-holders of every hundred, lathe 
or wapentake in the shere whereof they be justices,’ or the 
major part of them. After the reign of Henry VIII. the 
general course of legislation with respect to county rates seems 
to have been to place the management of them in the hands of 
the county justices; but the powers given as above-mentioned 
to the inhabitants of counties with respect to county rates do 
not appear to have been abrogated by statute until the reign of 
Queen Anne.” 


It is not to be expected that in so voluminous a work travelling 
over so wide a field a reviewer should find nothing open to ob- 
jection; and while we willingly bear testimony to the general 
accuracy and reliableness of Mr. Homersham Cox, we have 





not found him infallible. For instance, he lays it down 
(p. 331), as an absolute rule, that a judgment of the House of 
Lords on an appeal, where pronounced upon the merits, is ab- 
solutely irrevocable—citing as a conclusive authority for this 
proposition a mere dictum of Lord Eldon. But this very 
question has given rise to considerable difference of opinion in 
modern times amongst our greatest lawyers. Lord St. Leonards, 
in Bri v. Hutton, 3 H. of L. Cas. 341, was positively 
of opinion that “ this House, like every other court of justice, 
possesses an inherent power to correct an error into which it 
may have fallen.” He insisted upon the same doctrine in 
Wilson v. Wilson, 5 H. of L. Cas. 40. Lord Brougham and 
Lord Kingsdown have both expressed themselves doubtfully 
upon the point. On the other hand, Lord Campbell more than 
once strongly insisted upon the opposite view, which is, no 
doubt, most favoured by traditional opinion. But in such a 
work as that before us, we might fairly expect something on 
this important question beyond a mere dictum of Lord 
Eldon, which has not been entirely acquiesced in. Mr. Cox also 
states (p. 375) that Queen’s counsel “have a nominal salary 
as servants of the Crown.” We believe that for some years this 
nominal salary has been discontinued. We might mention a 
few other such oversights on the part of our author, and not a 
few instances of obvious errors of the press in the spelling of 
proper names. Upon the whole, however, the work is one of 
very great merit, and is extremely creditable to its author as a 
constitutional lawyer. He has already earned a high reputa- 
tion as the author of a work on the British Commonwealth, 
and of some able mathematical treatises, which his new 
achievement will not discredit. 


Jurisprudence. By CHARLES SPENCER Marcu PHILLIPs, 

London: John Murray. 1863. 

Although the present work is entirely of a theoretical hature, 
we cannot refrain from expressing our satisfaction at the ap- 
pearance of another contribution to the great science of juris- 
prudence. We are certainly not prepared to give in our adhe- 
sion to the views which Mr. Phillips has propounded, but we 
may state our conviction that they are often striking and always 
suggestive, clearly brought out and forcibly maintained; and 
we can therefore safely recommend his book to our readers, as 
a work of very considerable interest. The author defines 
jurisprudence as “ the science which teaches us to analyse and 
classify the rules of justice,” and excludes the idea “ that juris- 
prudence teaches us, or can possibly teach us, what the rules 
of justice ure.” After an elaborate introduction, in which Mr. 
Phillips fully states the principles upon which he proceeds, he 
treats the subject under two great divisiuns: 1st. Natural ju- 
risprudence, embracing personal rights and obligations, real 
rights and obligations, and statual rights and obligations; and 
2ndly. Civil jurisprudence, embracing municipal rights and 
obligations, territorial rights and obligations, and extra-terri- 
torial rights and obligations. The following quotation will 
show the leading object of the work:—*“ I intend to try, by the 
present treatise, the experiment of presenting the science of 
Jurisprudence to the student in its natural shape and order. 
For this purpose I shall first inquire from what inevitable cir- 
cumstances the necessity for such a science has arisen. These 
circumstances, whatever they may be, will constitute the 
natural elements of the science; and by the various combina- 
tions of which they may be capable, the science clearly, in its 
simplest and most elementary fori, will be composed. The 
natural and everlasting foundation being thus laid, it will be- 
come comparatively easy to comprehend the effect of the various 
artificial superstructures which the will of man has erected, or 
may erect upon it. To investigate the details, or even to 
sketch the outlines of human legislation, is of course no part 
of my pian, but I shall endeavour to indicate the general prin- 
ciples by which it is connected with, and through which it may 
be said to form a part of, the universal science of jurisprudence, 
I believe that the result of this conception, if adequately worked 
out, will be a clear and comprehensive view of that great 
system of problems whose solution is the object of law. Every 
question of right which can possibly arise between two human 
beings would be stated in its proper succession and connection 
and a method of analysis would thus be provided, by which 
any conceivable system of law might at once be arranged 
in precise and perfect logical order,” p. 23. It will te 
seen at once, from the above extract, that Mr. Phillips is 
opposed alike to the utilitarian and to the historical theory 
of jurisprudence. We cannot, however, say that he has made 
out satisfactorily his theory of natural justice, Although his 
views are ingenious and ably stated, he has left the question 
very much as he found it, With respect to English law we 
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may tron that Mr. rene Lea 5, by hor 
application of general principles, ming ‘‘ the most 

system of law whose existence the imperfection of the human 
intellect will permit.” “Such a system,” he says, “ would 
consist in a code of fixed rales founded upon rational calcula- 
tions of general expediency, and combined with a collection 
of judicial precedents, constantly improved by the. additions 
and alterations of a succession of accomplished jurists,” p. 72. 








THE RECENT ORDER IN BANKRUPTOY. 

On Monday afternoon a very influential deputation of the 
members of the Provincial Newspaper Society w: upon the 
Lord Chancellor, at the House of Lords, for the purpose of 
pointing out the injustice of the order recently issued, that in 
all cases in which the Bankruptcy Act required certain notices 
to be given in the London Gazette, and in one or more news- 
papers, one of such newspapers shall be the Gazette of Bank- 
ruptcy—an order alike applying to the London journals. and 
the provincial press, 
he deputation was introduced by Mr. Baines, M.P., and 
comprised, among others—Mr. Beecrott, M.P.; Mr. Egerton, 
M.P.; Mr. Hartnell, of Greenwich, president of the og A 
Mr. Henderson, of Belfast; Mr. Baxter, Sussex Express; Mr. 
Pollard, Herts Guardian; Mr. Mote, Poole Herald; Mr. 
Staples, Huddersfield Chronicle ; Mr. Swinnerton, Macclesfield 
Courier; Mr. Austin, Hertford Mercury; Mr. , Car- 
narvon Herald; Mr. Kemplay, Leeds Intelligencer ; Mr. 
Walker, Gloucester Journal; Mr, Stallworthy, Gravesend 
Sheffetd Tadependent, Me, Gedge, Bory St. Edmund's Post 

é G > Mr. e, 1s munds Post; 
Mr. Wilham, The Cambrian, ae bles 

Mr. Baines introduced the deputation and explained the ob- 
jects they had in view. 

The Lord Chancellor said he had made no order with regard 
to the country districts, and had positively refused to make any 
order whatever. What he had done was to correct a great 
abuse that was carried on in Basinghall-street with regard to 
advertisements, as they had been made a very improper source 
of gain. They had been sent sometimes to one paper and 
sometimes to another, so that the commercial man never key 
where to look for them, and therefore he gave his reasons 
ordering the advertisements for the London district always to 
appear in one paper. He found that the Standard charged 30s., 
and the Herald 25s. for advertisements which the Gazette 
charged 10s. for, and the Daily News 17s. 6d. He, however, 
gave no specific order for carrring out his views, but left it to 
the commissioners to act upon his reasons to rectify the evil he 
pointed out. He was, however, surprised to find that he had 
been understood to send an order to the provincial districts. 
He should not interfere in the smallest degree with the country 
commissioners. He thought the advertisements ought to be put 
in the local papers where the parties most concerned resided, 
at tha same time selecting the most economical of them. 

Mr. Hartnell asked whether they could get that declaration 
of support from his lordship in the event of his orders being 
slighted. If they could they would be perfectly satisfied with 
the result of their interview. 

The Lord Chancellor said no complaint had been made to 
him of malpractices in the country districts, but only of the 
malpractices in Basinghall-street, and what he had done only 
referred to hall-street. 

After some remarks from Mr. Gedge, the secretary, 

Mr. Hartnell said they had achieved their object in having 
received the declaration they had from his lordship. 

The Lord Chancellor said he regretted if they had suffered 
any injury from the impression that his order had extended 
to the country districts, for it wag only intended to apply to 
the London districts. 

The deputation then thanked his lordship, and withdrew. 





ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


Queen's Bench, 
NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 

Trinity Term, 1868. 
The clerks’ names in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
, acticled or assigned follow in crdinary type.] ie 
ret Ful iat a 

5 Ma. De » 3, al) plac: ‘ > 

dns, dom Rowixeox,—James Matthews, 15, Ol ewry- 





Arssworta, Tomas SomNer.—Thomas. Crooke Ainsworth, 
Blackburn, 


Attex, Witt1AM.—James Bloore, Leek. 

Bacsuaw, Rates, jun.— iph, Bagbay Uttoxeter. 

Barnes, JeREMIAH.—John as Cufaude, Great Yarmouth. 

Bewuam, ALBERT Bexnetr.—William Jones, 20, King’s Arms- 
yard, Coleman-street. 

Bootx, Tuomas.— William Gandy Bateson, Liverpool. 

Brapveate, Cuaries,—John Phillpotts, Newport. 

BRETHERTON, CHARLES EpWARD.— ‘Edward Bretherton, 
Liverpool, 

Broves, THomas Lawrance.—Josiah Edwin Hinds, New- 
castle-under-Lyme. 

Burcner, MatrHew.—Edward Baker, Birmingham ; Edmund 
Kell Blyth, 10, St. Swithin’s-lane. 

a Grorce Asu.—John William Butterton, Eccles- 


Cappick, AtFrED.—Elisha Caddick, West Bromwich; Ed- 
ward Caddick, West Bromwich. 

Caw er, Tuomas, jun.—John Cawley, New Orleans, U.S.A.; 
Edward Wade M'‘Clure, Nantwich. . 

i Grorcs Horace Davip.—James Chilton, Liver- 
pool, 

CuarkE, Epwarp. LiongL ALEXANDER. — Henry Francis 

o Church, 9, aera , pir 
LEOBURY, THOMAS MorTimeR, jun. — Thomas Mortimer 
Cleobury, sen., 36, Old Jewry; and Cheapside. 

Coorgr, Witt1am.—Arthur Ellis, Liverpool. 

Cowxissaw, WittiamM Smirx.—Adlard Welby, Uttoxeter . 

CoxWELt, Joun Epwarp.—Edward Coxwell, Sn 

Davies, WILLIAM,—Samuel Williamson, Holywell. 

Dopp, W11L14M Liztcou.—Thomas Carr Lietol North Shields ; 
Thomas Crawford, North Shields. 

Epwarps, JamMzs Mercer,—James Barber Edwards, Deal. 

Eiwes, Epwarb Goupine,— Henry Griffin Deane, Colchester. 

Eneet, ALbert —J. Satchell,6, Queen-street, Cheapside; W. 
Stevens, 6, Queen-street. f 

Evens, Epwarp Luscomps.— William Joseph Little, Devon- 


ll Joun ALBERT.—John Thomas Moss, 38, Grace- 
church-street, City. 

Farr, Hewry Arret.—Henry Farr, Ne : 

Fisuer, James Davi Rains.—Jobn Fisher, jun., Masham 
York; John Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 

FREEMAN, ALFRED Crick.—J. & W. Crick, Maldon. ° 

Furniss, Martin Epwarp—J. Guy, Gai ; Heaton 
& Brackenbury, Gainsborough. 

Gass, Ricnarp Baxer.—Baker Gabb, Llwyndnu Court, near 
Abergavenny; Baker John Gabb, Abergavenny. 

GarsIDE, JonN Epwarp.—John Wilson, Congleton. 

Green, Grorce Sanoster.— Mark Jameson, 4, Verulam- 
buildings, Gray’s-inn. 

GREENE, ARTHUR WEGUEDIN.—David Black, er 

Greenwar, ALBERT Evans.—Charles Stringer, West Brom- 
wich, 

HapFie.p, Joun.—Anthony Berwick Were, Wigton. 

Henry, WILLIAM James.—George Hodson Burnham, Welling- 
borough. 

‘tienoamn Gravata Smitu Rat.—Edward William Johnston, 
Chichester. 

Hosson, GEorcE MounsEr.—John Musgrave, Whitehaven. 

Horny, Daviv.—E. D. Conyers, Driffield, York 

Hupson, THomas.—H, Frost, upon-Hull; R. Bell, 
Kingston-upon-Hall; T. Spurr, Kingston-upon-Hall. 

Hueues, RichArp Huen Jonzs—John Henry Bolton, I, 
New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 

James, Gzorce ALEXanpER.—Thomas Pearson, 22, Essex- 
street, Strand; Phillip Augustus Hanrott, 9, Bedford-row, 
and 22, Essex-street, Strand. 

——_ Epwin.—George Smith, Leek, Stafford; John May, 


eld, 
Kery, ALEXANDER.—William Henry Waller, 2, Duke-street, 
A 5 
Ker, x Cuartes.—John Baker, Cloak-lane, City. 
Kina, Tuomas, jun.—Alfred Rhodes Bristow, Lewisham 


Lams, Samugt Backman, jun—Samuel Blackman Lamb, 
sen, 12, Gray’s-inn-square. 
SaMUEL 


Jogrex.—Richard Nation, 4, Orchard-street, 
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— Frank EnGiuanp.—Ralph Blakelock Smith, Shef- 

eid. 

Martinpate, Henry Frangx.—Frederick Grain, Cambridge. 

Mason. Tuomas Jounsoy.—Thomas Falkner Allison, Louth. 

Maysry, Jonn.—Thomas Smith, Gloucester. 

MICKLETHWAITE, JOHN.—John Webster, Sheffield. 

Mites, ARCHIBALD JouN.—Dalton Haskoll Serrell, 1, South- 
square, Gray's-inn; Marwood Kelly Braund, 3, Furnival’s- 
Inn. 

Morecrort, Arruur Husert.—Jolin Morecroft, Liverpool. 

Moriann, Joun THoRNHILL.— George Bowes Morland, 
Abingdon, Berks. 

Morais, CurtstoPHER.—John Park Robinson, Liverpool. 

Movntaix, Ricuarp.—Richard Redfern, Oldham. 

Morty, Hervey Epwarp.—George Bullock Murly, Langport; 
Charles Argles, 9, Mincing-lane. 

Moskett, Georce Joun FREDERICK.—John Muskett, Diss, 

sma Henry Newcomen.—George William Nalder, Bris- 
to 


Noreate, Cuartes BrapweLtt Le Grrs.—H. R. Cooper, 
East Dereham, Norfolk; N. C. Milne, 2, Harcourt-buildings, 
Inner Temple. 

—* BengamMin WiLt1amM.—George E. Sharland, Graves- 


end, 

Oversoury, WALTER. — Nathaniel Overbury, 4, Frederick’s- 
place, Old Jewry; Philip Hathaway, 14, Bedford-row. 

Parker, Henry.—Dalton Haskoll Serrell, 1, South-square, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Parker, WILLIAM.—George Henry Sawtell, 23, John-street, 
Bedford-row. 

Puecrps, Toomas.—Frederick John Reed, 3, Gresham-street, 
City. 

RasBoraaM, Peter, jun.—William Slater, jun., Manchester. 

Rees, Manset.—Benjamin Jones, Llanelly. 

RicHarpbs, WILLIAM.—James Webb Jones, Carmarthen, 

Rozerts, Epwarpv.—R. Humphreys, St. Asaph. 

Roprnson, SAMUEL Joun.—J. C. Rees, 6, Parliament-street; 
J. Freeland, South-Eastern Railway Terminus, London- 
bridge. 

Sarrery, Epwin Partie Marsuaty.—John Butler, jun., 
191, Tooley -street. 

SALKELD, Georcr.—Henry John Marshall, Durham. 

SHEPPARD, Cuar_es.—Louis Innes Baker, Guildford; Tho- 
mas Russell, Guiidford. 

Suiru, Horace WiLt1AM.—James Crowdy, 17, Serjeant’s-inn, 
Fleet-street. 

Sparkes, Ricnarp.—Joseph Hockley, Guildford. 

Sprrett, THomas Atrrep.—John Thackrah, Leeds; George 
Beswick, 26, Nicholas-lane, Lombard-street. 

SrrattTon, FreDERICcK.—James Alfred Mew, Newport. 

Swanson, W1LL1aM.—Robert Jackson, Lancaster; Thomas 
Swainson, Lancaster. 

Sworp, ALEXANDER Broce DeEnNNisTouN, jun.— Barrat 
Whitworth, Manchester. 

Tamp.in, Henry Mitcnett Ricnarp.—George Tamplin, 
159, Fenchurch-street. 

Tartor, Bexsamin Rorcu.—Robert Taylor, 15, Furnival’s 
inn, 

Tuompson, LUKE, jun.—Luke Thompson, York. 

Truster, WiLt1AM FRepeRricK.—Messrs. Loftus & Young, 
New-inn, Strand. 

Tweppte, WiLL1aM GoopreLLow.—Edward Waugh, Cocker- 
mouth. 


TrspaLt, Epwarp Lant.—Henry Witton Tyndall, Birming- 
ha 


m, 

Vizarp, Tuomas Frewren.—John Vizard, Dursley, Glou- 
cester, 

Warxer, Witt1am Georce.—Samuel Smith, Chester. 

Watuis, WittiamM.—William Newton, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Waryer, Frepertck Isaac.~— Isaac Warner, Winchester; 
Charles Warner, Winchester. 

Wess, Watter.—Ayerst Hooker, 1, St. Swithin’s-lane. 

Witi1aMs, Jouxn Toomas.— William Wanklyn, Monmouth; 
Henry Roberts, Monmouth. 

Wi1sox, Epuunp.—Jobn Hope Shaw, Leeds. 

Woopcock, SamvzL, jun.—Samuel Woodcock, sen., Bury. 

Trinity Term, 1863, pursuant to Judges’ Orders. 

Darz, Ricuarp Austen.—Robert Henry William Bartlett, 
Wolverham e 

Lame, AncaipaLty Dovoias.—James Bowen May, 67, Rus- 
sell-square; Samuel Blackman Lamb, 12, Gray’s-inn- — 

Ratsvorp, Rosert.—William Blackhurst, Preston; James 
Blackhurst, Liverpool. 





Smytu, Ricuarp Pxi.torr.—George John Robertson, Bath 

Tomes, Toomas Perry.—Samuel Tombs, Droitwich. 

Trinity Vacation, 1863, pursuant to 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127. 

Binney, Joseru.—W. Binney, Sheffield. 

Bryan, Joun.—Joseph Lovegrove, Gloucester. 

Carr, Henry Jonnson.—George Yewdall, Leeds. 

Dovueiass, Epwarp BoswortH (Judge’s Order). —J. H. 
Douglass, Market Harborough, Leicester; E. Evershed, 
Brighton. 

Fow er, Joun BENNETT.—Thomas Ingram, Leicester. 

George, W1tL1AM Evans.—William W. Mitchell, Cardigan. 

Granam, Ropert.—Thomas Woollett, Newport, Monmouth; 
W. F. Batt, Abergavenny; T. N. G. Gurney, Furnival’s- 
inn. 

Harxam, THomas Witt1AM Henry.—R. Leonard, jun., Bris- 
tol; L. Fry, Bristol. 

Harpy, Cuarves.—G, A, Charsley, Beaconsfield; S. H. C. 
Maddock, Spring-gardens. 

Hutton, Freperic CaMPBELL,—Thomas Birchall, Preston; 
George Brett, Salford. 

Ippotson, Hokatio WaLtTER,—A. C. Branson, Sheffield. 

Noagpon, Maurice.—W. P. Roberts, Manchester, 

Pye-Smitu, Jonn WiILL1AM, jun.—J. W. Pye-Smith, Sheffield. 

RaMWELL, Witt1aM.—A. R. Varley, Bolton; T. Goldring, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Reap, Joun Cuoaries.—Charles J. Welchman, Southam. 

Stanger, THomas TurNeR.—T. Slaney, Birmingham; I. 
Knowles, Wellington; D. Dimbleby, Birmingham, 

Surman, GERALD.—W. H. Surman, New-square. 

Swann, JosePH Francis (Judges order).—J. Stuart, 5, 
Gray’s-inn-quare; C. L. Hughes, Lincoln. 

WaLkpeEN, Georce.—G. Walkden, Mansfield; J. J. Handley, 
Mansfield; Gregory & Clark, Clement’s-inn; T. Clark, 
Gray’s-inn-square. 

WiiiiaMs, CuaRLEs WILLIAM.—Henry John Davis, Newport. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


PSBELIMINARY EXAMINATIONS BEFORE ENTER- 
ING INTO ARTICLES OF CLERKSHIP TO AT- 
TORNEYS AND SOLICITORS. 

Pursuant to the judges’ orders, the Preliminary Examina- 
tions in General Knowledge for the year 1863 will take 
place on the following days, viz., the 7th and 8th of July, 
and 27th and 28th of October, and will comprise— 

1. Reading aloud a passage from some English author, 

2. Writing from dictation. 

3. English grammar. 

4. Writing a short English composition. 

5. Arithmetic. A competent knowledge of the first four 
cules, simple and compound 

6. Geography of Europe and of the British Isles. 

7. History. Questions on English history 





8. Latin. Elementary knowledge of Latin, 
9. 1. Latin. 2. Greek; modern or ancient. 3. French. 
4, German. 5. Spanish. 6. Italian. 


The special examiners have selected the following books, in 
which candidates will be examined in the subjects numbered 
9 at the examinations in July apd October, 1863 :— 


7TH AND 8TH JULY. 

In Latin.—Cicero, De Senectute; and Virgil, Georgics, 
book i. 

In Greek.—Xenophon, Anabasis, book i. 

In modern Greek: Baxxapiov, wep) "Adixnudray xai Tlowav 
parappacuivoy awd rhy Irakixny Tadooay 1—125 or, Bevroris 
"loropia rhs "Apaspsxhs, BiBrioy 7, 

Tn French.—Voltaire, La Mort de César; or, Florian, Gon- 
zalve de Cordove, — 

In German. — Schiller, Wallenstein’s Tod; or Lessing's 
Fabeln. LAs 

In Spanish—Cervantes’ Don Quixote, capit. i— xx; or, 
Dom Hartzenbusch La Coja y el Encogido. 

In Italian. —Manzoni’s Promessi Sposi, cap. i—x.; or, 
Torquato Tasso’s La Gerusalemme, Ist four cantos. 

277TH AND 28TH OcToBER. 

In Latin.—Cicero, De Officiis, books i. and ii.; and Horace, 
Odes, book iii. 

In Greek.—Homer, Iliad, book i. 

In modern Greek.—Bexxapiov, epi Adimnudreav nal Howey 
prrappacpivey amd riy Iradixny Criocar, 17—30; or, Bevroris 
Noropia ris’ Apupints, BiBAlov wi. 
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In French. — Guillaume Guizot, Alfred le Grand, ou 
Angleterre sous les Anglo-Saxons; or, Jean Racine, Phédre. 

In German.-—Schiller, Jungfrau von Orleans; or, Geschichte 
des 30-jaihrigen Krieges, 1 volume. 

In Spanish.—Cervantes’ Don Quixote, capit. xxx.—xlv.; 
or, Fernandez de Moratin, El Si de las Nenas. 

In Italian—Manzoni’s Promessi Sposi, cap. xii.—xxii.; or, 
Torquato Tasso’s La Gerusalemme, 6, 7, 8, and 9 cantos, 

With reference to the subjects numbered 9, each candidate 
will be examined in one language only, according to his selec- 
tion. Candidates who select Latin will be examined in both 
the works above specified. In modern Greek, French, German, 
Spanish, and Italian, candidates will have the choice of either 
of the above-mentioned works. 

Candidates are required by the judges’ orders to give one 
calendar month’s notice to the Incorporated Law Society, as 
registrar of attorneys, of the language in which they propose 
to be examined, the place at which they wish to be examined, 
and their age and place of education. All notices and in 
quiries should be addressed to Mr. E. W. Williamson, the 
rtd of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


BILLS IN PARLIAMENT. 

The following bill for the formation of new lines of rail- 
+ = has been read a third time and passed in the House of 

ords:— 

TOTTENHAM AND HaMpsTEAD JUNCTION. 

The following bills for the formation of new lines ot rail- 
way have been read a third time and passed in the House of 
Commons :— 

Cowes AND Newport. 

SAFFRON WALDEN. 

TEIGN VALLEY. 

MEETINGS. 
Paris, Lyons; AND MEDITERRANEAN Rattwa Y. 

At the general ‘meeting of this company, held at Paris on 
the 29th ult., a dividend of 75 francs per share, being at the 
rate of 15 per cent. per annum was declared for the year 1862. 


PROJECTED COMPANIES. 
ALEXANDRA Horet Company (Limitep). 

Capital, £120,000, in 12,000 shares of £10 each. 

Solicitors—Messrs. Vallance & Vallance, 20, Essex-street, 
Strand, W.C, 

This company has been formed for the purpose of converting 
into one grand hotel the six large mansions (including Wallace’s 
hotel) at St. George’s-place, Hyde-park-corner. 

Tue CLarence Horet Company, Dover (LiMiTED). 
Capital, £75,000, in 7,500 shares of £10 each. 
Solicitors—Messrs, Monckton & Monckton, 1, Raymond- 

buildings, Gray’s-inn. 

This company has been formed for the purpose of erecting 
a first-class family hotel on a most eligible site near the Marine 
Parade, Dover, on a similar scale of completeness to those 
which have already been established and conducted in other 
towns with such signal success. 


Tue En@visn AND Scorrish Marine Insurance CoMPANY 
(Limirep). 

Capital, £1,000,000, in 10,000 shares of £100 each, with 
power to increase. 

Solicitors—Messrs. Jas. Taylor, Mason, & Taylor, 15, Fur- 
nival’s-inn, London; and Messrs, Burns & Maclean, West 
George-street, Glasgow. 

This company has been formed for the purpose of extending 
the facilities tor effecting marine insurances. 


Tue Pertusora Leap MINING AND SMELTING CoMPANY 
(Lim1rep). 

Capital, £250,000, in 25,000 shares of £10 each. 

Solicitors—Messrs, John & William Galsworthy, 12, Old 
Jewry-chambers. 

Arrangements having been made for the purchase of a large 
interest in the celebrated Lead Mines of Monteponi, in the 
Island of Sardinia, together with the extensive Lead Smelting 
Cstablishment of Pertusola and the Sarzanello Coal Mine in 
the Gulf of Spezia, this company has been formed for the pur- 
pose of completing the purchase and for working the said 





mines and smelting works, with general powers for acquirin 
interests in mines, purchasing and smelting ores, and desil- 
verising lead in Italy. 


Tue GENERAL CrepDiT AND Finance Company or Loypon 
Liw1TEp). 

First Capital, £2,500,000, in 125,000 shares of £20 each. 

Solicitors—Messrs, Baxter, Kose, Norton, & Co., 6, Victoria» 
street, Westminster. 

This company has been formed for the purpose of nego- 
tiating loans and concessions, and rendering assistance to in- 
dustrial enterprises, public works, and railway companies in 
Europe, India, and other countries. 


Tue Pustic Works Crepit Company or Lonpon AND 
Paris (Luaitep). 

Capital, £200,000, in shares of £26 or 500 francs each. 

Solicitors—Messrs, Du Pasquier & Tremlett, 28, Charles- 
street, St. James’s, London; M. Petit-Bergonz, Avoué de 
Premiére Instance, Rue St. Honoré, Paris. 

The object of this company is to aid in preparing the 
surveys, specifications, estimates, and reports, and all other: 
details preliminary to the obtaining of concessions for public 
works; to negociate the grant of such concessions for railways, 
gas, and water-works, postal and transport services, and other 
public works, in the several states of Europe; to organise 
companies for these works, and to negociate deposits, caution 
money, and the raising of the capital required; to secure the 
services of engineers of the highest repute and experience; 
frovide contractors for the execution of the works and the 
supply of rolling stock, rails, plant, &c.; to negociate the 
supply to foreign governments and companies of ships, engi 
machinery, and all such materials as are usually furnished in 
the English markets; to act as agents in receiving and paying 
money for contractors and others; to negociate shares and 
bonds; and generally to transact all agency in connection with 
such operations. 








A return has been prepared for the House of Commons show- 
ing the income-tax charged for the year 1861-62, and the in- 
come-tax as it would have been charged upon the scheme pro- 
posed by Mr, Hubbard. I.and and tithes, which, in fact, paid 
£2,055.526, would have paid £2,310,981; houses, in fact, paid 
£2,158,882, but would have paid £2,206,177; gas, railway, 
and canal property paid £746,596, but would have paid 
£912,471; public dividends paid £1,090,620, but would have 
paid £1,332,980; public companies paid £230,017, but would. 
have paid £281,153. On the other hand, farms paid £607,578, 
but would have paid only £505,845; trades and professions 
paid £3,160,148, but would have paid only £2,676,310; offices, 
salaries, and superannuations paid £707,100, but would have 
paid only £613,287. The total sum produced by the tax would 
have been the same, the difference being in the apportionment 
of the burden. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 


BROWNRIGG—On May 6, at Bloomfield, Maryborough, ‘s County, 
the wife of Thomas s Brownrigg, Esq., Resident ofa 


daughter. 
HICKIN—On May 10, at Audmore House, Staffordshire, the wife o 
William Hickin, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of & son. 
MARSHALL—On May 11, at South Bank, Grassendale, near Liverpool, 
the wife of Mr. Henry Murshall, Solicitor, of a son, 
MARRIAGES, 
BERNHARD—MORRIS—On May 16, at All Saints, Clapham-park, Louis 


Bernhard, .» of Richmond, Surrey, to Caroline Augusta, youngest 
daughter san late Lee Morris, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of King's 


Farm Lodge, Richmond. ss 
Ee a aeeneesetnaint teak pe Rn ag Morris, ot Warwick 
Robe: oungest son of t omas . 
Solicitor to Emily, fifth daughter of the late B. T. Wilkinson, of York, 
Banker. No cards. 
DEATHS. 


EDGELL—On May 14, at 21, Cadogan-place, Marry Soult, Eee. nned 96 

oy mega l 2 geerrneeaee Pgs # 
uy 

FARNELL—On May 15, at Holland House, Isleworth, after a long 
er ead Esq., Solicitor, aged 67, Friends will please to 
this intimation. 

MAIN—On May 15, at 2, Squire’s Mount, Hampstead, Main, child of 
D. F. Main, Barrister-at-Law, aged Vike 11 months and 13 

OTWAY—On May 15, at Valentine Twickenham, Ana 
Otway, widow of the late Henry Otway, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, and 
Clerk of the yng Oe West Indies, aged 51. 

STILL—On May 18, at Sutton, Surrey, aged 44, Laura Frances, wife of 
Robert Still, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, youngest daughter of the late Ralph 
Price, Esq., of Sydenham. 
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UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock héretofore tanking to the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months 
Cranks, Rev. Henny Danvers, of Iping, Sussex, and “: Calvert 


2xe, of Richmond, Surrey, Esq., £192 17s. 34. New £3 
per Cents.—Claimed by Rev. H. D. . D. Clarke, the.survivor. 
Drs, Manx Ann, White Lion-street, Spital-square. £100 New £3 per 


Cents,—Claimed by said Mary Ann Dye. 

Kerrie, SUSaANNAg, hachester: Kent, Widow, deceased. £100 Reduced 
— per Cents.—Claimed by Trustees of St, Catherine’s Charity, Ro- 
chester. 





ESTATE EXCHAN GE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
By Messrs. Witxinson & Hane. 

Freehold Residence, Loughton, Essex, with stabling, grounds, farm build- 
ings, &c.; also three enclosures of meadow land, fe al all 18a, Or. 19p.— 
Sold for £7,000. 

Freehold Ground Rent of £550 per annum, arising from premises No, 19, 
Cornhill, corner of Pope’s Head-alley.—Sold for £14,040. 


Leasehold Residence, No. 34, Cavendish-square, with stabling in rear, 
being No, 34, Phoenix-yard ; for 39 years from 6th of April, 1858, 
at £100 per annum.—Sold for 


By Messrs. Desewnai & Tewso: 

Leasehold dwelling-house, No. 28, manever-piace, ‘Kennington-park. — 
Sold for £305. 

Leasehold house, No. 26, Hanover-place.—Sold for £275, 

Freehold ground rents, £28 per annum, secured upon Nos. 1 to 7, Queen's- 
ter, West Kent ae Forest Hill.—Sold for £560. 

Leasehold, four villa residences, 2, 3,4, and 3 Richmond Villas, Middle- 
lane, Crouch End, Hornsey.—Sold for £1 

Freehold house and shop, 2}, Rye-lane, Peckham, let at £30.—Sold for 


£500, 
Leasehold residence, 6, Hanover-place, Rye-lane.—Sold for £350. 
By Messrs. Eveoop & Son. 
Leasehold residence, No. 11, Charlotte-street, Bedford-square. —Sold for 


Leasehold residence, No. 1, Clarence-terrace, Regents-park.— Sold for 


£1,550. 
Leasehold residence, No. 2, Clarence-terrace.—Sold for £1,500. 
Leasehold house and shop,’ No. 82, East street, Manchester-square. —Sold 


for £400. 
Br Messrs. Caonts & Son. 
Lease and’good will of ioe Moon, public-house, Clipstone-street, Mary- 


lebone.—Sold for £2 
Lease with of — Lamb public-house, Wilmot-street, Bethnal- 
green. 
ean ee The King’s: lead public-house, 17, Leather-Jane, Holborn.— 


—Sold for £2. 
By Messrs. J. J. Ont 

Freehold, The Eagle wine-vaults, Chinsb-ond, High Cross, Tottenham, 

—Sold for £1,660 
Freehold plot of land, Chesnut-road.—Sold for £55. 
Freehold plot of land, Somerset -road.—Sold for £50. 

AT GARRAWAY’S. 
y Messrs, Dawiet Crows & Son. 

Leasehold BN ang the Sir Robert Peel; Malden-road, Kentish Town. 

—Sold for £1,500. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tourspar, May 19, 1863. 


oe Geo Cheetham, & John Peacock, wawt. amend Solicitors, 
and Conveyancers, March 1. By mutual conse! 
Power, Hy, & John Thos Pilgrim, A’ ; Warwick, Laas et Soli- 
citors, and Conveyancers (Power & Pilgrim). May 10 


GAindings-up of Point Stock Companies. 
Fripay, May 15, 1863. 
LimrreD 1s CHANCERY. 

Rock Amnuity and Advance Company (Limited).—Petition for winding- 
up, presented May 6, wiil be heard before the Master of the Rolls, on 
May 23. Kimberley "k Pope, Old Broad-st, Solicitors for the Petitioner. 

North Hafod Silver Lead Mining ny (Limited).—Petition for wind- 
ing-up, presented ee te 
on May 23. Hollings, Sharp, & Uliithorne, Field-ct, Gray’s-inn, agerts 
for Simons & ‘Piews, Merthyr Tydvil, Solicitors for the Petitioners. 

tes May 19, 1863. 
mm Chancery. 

British Provident Life an Fire Assurance uae me ch C. Kindersley has 

call editors of 


ordered that a of £5 per share be made on 
this society, tobe paid on or Deore june 10,at 12, he W. Turquand, 
te. Howard. Benet 6, Tokenhouse-yard 

Castle Benefit 


Bociety.—Petition for bene Fok yg 
sented May 12, will be befor —~ ciimantcnt ter on ‘ay 27. 
Mence & Price, Lpool, Solicitors for 

7a, apput os Ob aan weer of ¥ y Rolls wilt, on May 23, at 
12, appoint an tor of this company. 

Erevditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faiwar, May 15, 1863. 
_ Fras Gibbs, Colchester, Attorney-at-Law. July 1. 


Barnes & 


> Downham i y 
ily Stone Market, Norfolk, Attorney-at-Law. Aug 
Crowther, Ji Wolverhampton, Iron Agent. June6, Gough, Wolver- 


sets ewneeten tear, , Sussex, eq. June 24. Annesley, 





Sopher ct. Clapham-rd-pl, Lambeth, Spinster. July 31. Hepburn, 
Foicber, Wm Baker, Surbiton, Surrey, Esq. June 15, Tanqueray & Co, 
= Sami, Heathrow, Middix, Farmer. June 24. Woodbridge & Sons, 
yt win, a Middix, Accountant. June 1. Sole 


ry. 
McMahon, Jas, Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. June 24. Bros, King’s 
Bench-walk, Temple. 
ho i Lyneham, Oxford, Timber Merchant. Sept 1. Price & Son, 


jurford, Oxford. 
Rontioge, Robt, Warwick, Farmer. June 20. Wright, Carlisle. 
Tuke, Arth umbe, Cheltenham, Esq. June 24. Williams & 


Brydges, Chel 
Viveash, saaervine, Ealing, Middix, Esq. June 30. Viveash and Tanner, 


Ealing, Execu 
hin -n% Oriel, Burlington Hotel, Cork-st, Middlx, Esq. June 30. Basker- 
ville and , Ealing, Executors 

Wilde, Sam! Francis Thos, Serjeant's-inn, Fleet-st, Esq. Aug 15. Nichol- 
son, College, Cannon -st West, 

Wilkins, Saml, Lacock, Wilts, Gent. June 24, Williams & Brydges, 
Cheltenham. 

er eee County Asylum, Gloucester. July 1. Kitcheners & 
‘enn, 

Togspay, May 19, 1863. 

Burt, Catherine Ann, Coles-ter, Barnsbury-rd, Islington, Widow. July 
10. Heath, Basinghall-st. 

~~ ‘ ot Coles-ter, Barnsbury-rd, Islington, Esq. July 10. Heath, Ba- 

nghall-st. 
Cocker, Mary, Manch, Widow. July 4. Wilkinson, Blackburn. 


Drew, Thos, Grange-rd, Bermondsey, Undertaker. Aug. Miller, Cop- 
thail-ct, Thr orton-st. 
Fenton, Lo rk,Gent. July 1. Burney, York. 


hos senda, Battisford, Suffolk, Gent. July 6. Notcutt & Son, 


Ipswich. 

Hopwood, Rbt, sen, Highfield House, within Blackburn, Esq. July 15. 
Wilkinson, Blackburn. 

— a, Rbe, jun, Rockeliffe, within Blackburn, Esq. July 15. Wilkin- 
son, 

Lawton, Edw a Leicester, Esq. July 8. Watson & Co, Lutterworth. 

Newman, Hannah, Upper Phillimore-pl, Kensington, Widow. July 20. 
Wilde & Co, “Guilege. hill. 

Reese, Geo, Gorelands, Monmouth, Gent. July 18. Stephens, Cardiff. 

Robson, owed Newcastle-upon- ‘Tyne, Widow. Sept 1. Brown, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne 

Rogby, John, Wisbeach, Cambridge, Gent. July 1.° Jackson, Wisbeach. 

es Ellen Bonsall, Lpool, Hotel Keeper. June 30. Dodge & Wynne, 


Lpool. 

Saunders, Bridget, Crowmarsh Gifford, Oxford, _Witow. June 24, 
Hedges, Wallingford. 

Sewell, Eliza oak Radnor-pl, Oxford-ter, Middix, Widow. June 30. 
Walters & Co, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn. 


Wilbourn, Geo, Hertford, Innkeeper. July 1. Spence & Hawks, Hertford. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
TorspaY, May 19, 1863. 
Lane, John, Paignton, Devon, Esq. July 15. Bluett v. Biuett, M-R. 
Selby, Jane, Portsmouth, Outfitter. May 30. Selby v. Bowie, V. C. Stuart. 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Frivay, May L5, 1863. 
Baker, Geo, Bootle, Lancaster, Saw Mill Proprietor. 
Walton-on-the-hill, Lancaster. 
Newitt, Rehd England, Evappenham, Northampton, Farmer. 
Cooke, Towcester. 


: Tuespay, May 19, 1863. 
Richardson, Jonathan Backhouse, & Thos Richardson, jun, Shotley 
Bridge, Durham, Iron Manufacturers. July 30. Hutchinson & Lucas, 
Darlington, and Bush, Newcastle-on-Tyne, 


Beds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
Fripay, May 15, 1863. 
Cant, Wm Chas, Gt Oakley, Essex, Grocer. April 30. Ass. Reg May 13. 


April 28. Martin, 
Nov 20. 


P 
as John, Hornsey-rd, Middlx, Builder, April 20. Ass. Reg 
ay 13 
Cartlidge, Wm Edw, Burslem, Druggist. April 20. Comp. Reg May 14, 
Davis, Rev. John, Hendre House, Lianhowell, Pembroke. April 18. 
Conv. Reg May 12, 
Dobson, Chas, Heaton Norris, Lancaster, Publican, April 25. Comp. 
Reg May 14. 


Edney, Wm, Ludgate-st, Boot Maker. April 16. Asst. Reg May 14, 

Edwards, Edw, yee, Brecon, Grocer. April 20. Conv. Reg May 14. 

Formes, Karl, Percy-st, Bedford-sq, Middlx, Lyrique Artist, May 11. 
_, Asst. Reg May 12. 





Jas, Bradford, Painter. April 16. Asst. May 13. 
Fs ony Ellen Berah, ween rd, Middlx, Bonnet Manufacturer. 
lee, Somme N ‘obacconist. April 30. Con Reg 13, 
james, eek, Newpo . Cony. a 
Jennings, wa taylor, spor taco Ship Store Dealer. 116, 

t ay | 
vite ia —_ Lamb, Albert-pl, Kensington, Author. May 11. Asst. 
jay | 


Lawrence, Chas, Swansea, Tailor. April 25, Conv. Reg May 
Metcalf, ay Boughton, Chester, Marine Store Dealer. April Me * Conv. 


Newal Sohn, ‘Bt Austell, Cornwall, Travelling Draper. May 16. Conv. 
xara ey Lower Arcade, Bristol, Fancy Dealer, April 16. Conv, 


Builder. April 14. Conv. Reg May 12. 
-st, Merchant, May 5. Comp. Reg 


goa poy Gibbs, Pi 

Picard, Jos, saab F 

Poole, David, Waterloo-rd, Surrey, Coffee-house Keeper. May 13, Comp. 
Reg May 15. 
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Riviere, J pen, Fitusaetly Letcestor-sq, Middix, Boot Maker. April 28. 

ey ¥ 

ns =o coun Santee, Hunslet, Leeds, Boiler Makers. ‘April 17. 

Scrivener, Edw, ar-st, Charing-cross, Watch Manufacturer. “April 

16. Asst. Reg May 14. 

Seaton, i, Chelmsford, Tailor. April 22. Comp. Reg May 12. 

Short, Edwin, Manch, Fruiterer. May 9. Comp. May 15. 

Sims, Saml, Gt Yarmouth, Fisherman. May 6.. Conv. v4 May 14. 
Wheeler, Hy Walter, Falcon-ct, Fleet-st, Newspaper Agent. May 12. 
Cony. Reg Ma’ 13. 

Wheeler, Wm Rchd, Margate, 

Woodcock, Edw, Gt Titchfield- 


Asst. Reg May 14, 
TuespaY, May 19, 1863. 
Adams, Geo, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Grocer. April 23. Conv. Reg May 19. 
te ie Frdx Wm, Hawley-p!, Kentish Town, Upholsterer. May 16. Comp. 
a 
Bincken, Wan 3 Edw, Peterborough, Tailor. May 12. . Reg May 18. 
Brereton, Randle, — Norfolk, Corn Merchant. fay 6. Inspec- 
torship. Reg May 16. 
Brown, m, Deansgate, Manch, Stay Maker. April 21. Comp. Reg May 15. 
Burnett, Wm, Brunswick-ter, Westbourne-grove, Middix, Linen Draper. 


May 9. Comp. Reg May 16. 

i Francis, Tomblands, Norwich, Draper. May 4, Conv. 
Keg May 16. 

Cyeerw, Jos, Pudding-lane, London, Merchant. April2t. Ccnv. Reg 


y 
Cooper, Charles, Bath, Pork Butcher. April 21. Conv. May 16. 
Dalton, Alfred, Park-road, Clapham, Surrey. April20. Ass. May 18. 
Evans, Wm, St Clears, Carmarthen, Grocer. April24. Ass. Reg May 19. 
—, Jos wae James-st, Adelphi, Attorney-at-Law. May (6. Ass. 
g May | 
Guidici, ‘Angelo Emanuel, . “yess Braggiotti, Lime-st, Merchants. 
April. 20. Ass. Reg May 
Hannatt, Hy, Worksop, Nous, “iattetor. April 29. Ass. Reg ~ 16. 
Hastings, “ey Three ane: court, Lombard-st, Wine Merchant. May 
4 3S. 
Horsley, Wm Kyle, , White Point, near North Shields, Engine Builder. 
April 21. Awigiment Reg May 18. 
—_, - Rees, Mountain ae —- Glamorgan, Ironmonger. 
Ap 


y t 

Miles, Thos, Lanharran, Glamorgan, Labourer. May 4, Conv. May 19. 

Mosley, Wm, sen, a ‘Notts, & Wm arabada Negroetell 
Farmers. April 22. Conv. Reg May 16 


' 21. “Asst. May 12.. 
Drager. (s0r8 32, Sieh. Sie ‘April 18. 


Page, Wm Rbt, Gt Portlarid-st, Oxford-st, Watch Maker, April25. Ass. | 


Reg May 18. 

ker, Sem, Nottingham, Chemist. May 15. Conv. Reg May 18. 
Smethurst, Geo, Bedminster, Cork Cutter. ee 4. Cony. Reg May 19. 
Smith, Geo, Gt Grimsby. April 29. A ent. Reg May 15. 
tae te Arthur Chas, Thorney, Cambridge, April 22. Asst. 

ay 16. 

rnd Rehd, Kingston-upon-Hull, Merchant, May 6, Conv. Reg 

arebl, Nicholas Lintol, Leatherhead, Surrey, Grocer. April 24. Conv. 
fay 19. 

Wardle, Francis, Manch, Tea Dealer. May 7. Comp. Reg May 18. 


Warner, Wm, Grays Thurrock, Essex, Grocer. May 5. —_ Reg May.18. 
Watts, Reha Edw, Stamford, Lincoln, Clothier. April 20. Conv. 


May 18 
Bankrupts. 
Fripar, May 15, 1863. 
To Surrender in ano 
Abbott, Thos, Sidney-rd, Homerton, Middix, Clerk in Her es 's Court 
of Probate. Pet May 9. May ‘28 at ia. Treherne & Wolferston, 


Gresham-st. 
Bailey, Richd, Windham-st, Kentish-town, out of business, Pet May 13 
(for pau). June2at12. Aldridge. 
. Pet May 12, June ! at 2. 


Baldrey, John, jun, Norwich, 
Bedford-row 
Birkbeck-rd, Lower Norwood, 


ing’s-rd, 

Beh enna, Richd Breary, Merton cottage, 
Hop Merchant. Pet May 11 (for pau). June 2 atll, Aldridge. 

Boyt, Wm Hy, New Peter-st, Westminster, Carpenter. Pet May 13 (for 
pat). ong a 1. Aldridge. 

Brazier, Fredk Geo, Wharton-st, Lioyd-sq, Pentonville, Middix, Comm 
Agent. Pet May 12 (for pau). June 6 a ll, Aldridge. 

Brown, Geo Taylor, Francis-ter, = -wick, Accountant. Pet May 
13. June 2 at 1. » Colem 

Cheese, Jas, Stokenchurch, Oxford, , a Pet May 12. June 2 at 1. 
Harcourt, — 's Arms-yard 

—s Hy, Ciark’s-pl, Bagnigge-wells-rd, Middix, Carpenter. Pet May 

May 28 at 1. ood, Coleman-st- 

Eafies, John, Mildmay- st, Stoke Newington, Timber Merchant. Pet May 
1. June 2ati2. Greville & Kg oa "Swithin’s- lane. 

Edwards, Edward, De' -lanie, Cab Driver. 
Pet May 13. May 28 at 2. Hii, st. 

Edwards, Eliz, Seymour-pl, Bryanstone-sq, no business. Pet May 12 


(for pau), yg 
. Edwards, Wm Geo, Cantel ne i, Picture Dealer, Pet May 13 


(for pau). June 6 at 11. 
Everist, Alf, Northfieet-hill, Northfleet, Kent, Carpenter. Pet May 13 
Os Ge June6 at ll, Aldridge. 
Feild, Hugh, Chapel-st, Somers-town, St Pancras, Dealer in 
Pet May 11. June 2 at - —-. Southampton-bldgs, Holborn. 
Field, Edward, Boreham’ “omy ao. Baker. Pet May 12. 
om Wt i, "Boyde guna sherteon Dep ty- Assistant S 
ordon, Wm er, le uty- uper- 
Woolwic’ Shark, mF Woah 


Fwy of Stores, Pet May 9. June 2 at ll. 
Greenhill, i Wehe Se Strand hy sae Pet May2,. June 2atli. Dim- 
nie, ie, Roe eet Halwa, ar. Pet May 14, May 28 at 2, 
Ha ONT jum, ma ereen-r Cane Maker Pet May 12. 


aywo villas, rh, Tuirie 9 at 11. 
aynes, St th ha ye Going 8t Dunstan’s-hill 








Hicks, Wm, New Chureh- ‘Bermondsey, Setey, Aadieensae Weadher 
Dresser. Pet May 11 pan). ne Jane Dat 1. 


Idridge. 
I emg eg eeper.. Pet Muy 13. May 28 at 1. Austen 


& De Gex, Gray'’s- 
ae are’ - 4 
Holledge, Fredk, Creya A 13. rae Pet May "1. June 2 at 1. 
Munday, pate ~ 


John, ‘ 

13. June 2 at 12. a. thea ton Tet May 5.3 nants: 
jun, Blak ‘orfolk, Grocer. me | at 

Bale & Co Co, vs idermanbery, aud Milles & Go: Norwich 

Offord, Wm, Church-rd, , Essex, Gardener. Pet May 12. May 28 
at 1. Tucker, New City-chambers, 
Power, Jas Uniacke, st, Brompton, ae ee Pet 
a ee es 


June 2 at 1). 
Power, Wm Burch, Bute-st, 
Upholsterer. Pet May tt. Tune 1 et 1. Giles, 
, Jas, Knight's-hill, Lower Norwood, out of business. "Pet May 12. 
June 2 at 12, Neal & Breden, Pinner’s-hall, Old Broad-st. 
ll, John Thos, Gloucester-grove, 


ola en out of em- 
ployment. Pet May 12. June 1 at 1. Atkinson, Bedford-row, Middix. 
Edward Carpenter, Railway-pl, Chipping Wycombe. rot May 9. 

June 1 at 2. Spicer, Staple-inn. 


Woodford, Jas, White Horse-rd, Croydon, Watch Makers’ Assistant. Pet 

May 11. June | att. Linklaters & Hackwood, Walbrook. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Anderson, Wm, Southampton, Stationer. Pet May 12.. Southampton, 
June 10 at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Bigglestone, Edward, Hereford, Stone Mason. Pet May 11. Hereford, 
June 2 at 10. Garrold, H 

Boffey, Wm, Nantwich, Chester, Farmer. Adj May 8. Lpool, May 28 


12. 
Bradshaw, Thos, Lancaster, Seefisman. Pet May 5. Manch, June 2 at 
ll, Tyrer, L pine A Manch. 


i euaban ine ata rail ee 

4 at 

—_ za Maple, No Poe May 12. Hanley, May 30 
at | utton, 


Caffrey, Wm, Bristol, Corn Merchant's Foreman. Pet May 11. Bristot, 
May 29 at 12. Brittan & Son. 

Carter, —— x, Cotton Warp Manufacturer. Adj May 12. Leeds, 
May 28 at 11. 

Cooke, Hy Winter, Walsall, Jeweller. Pet May 13. Birm, May 27 at 12. 


Glover, Walsall. 

Creasey, Jas, Leeds, Milliner. Pet a 3. May 28 at 11. Moss, 
Moorgate-st, London, and Bond & 

Cul'ey, Sami Hall, Exeter, Accountant. Pet May 12 (for pau). Exeter, 
May 26 at 10. Floud, > en 
Davey, John Vittery, Brixham, Devon, Rope Maker. Pet May 9. Exeter, © 


May 27 at 11. Kellock, Totnes, and ‘Clarke, 
Dick, Fras Warden, Brighton, Veterinary sargedh. Pet May 13. Brigh- 
ton. 


Goodman, Brigh' 

Edwards, Alf, Trowbridge, Wilts, Shoemaker. Pet April 30, Trowbridge, 
May 22 at it. Bartram, 

me og oo" a Carrier. Pet “May 11, Leeds, June 1 at 11. 

pson, 

Flower, Theaphites, ‘o Dissenting Minister. Pet May 11. Wells, 
May 25 at 12. Reed, B: 

Flower, Wm, Rushall, nr Walsall, Corn Dealer. Adj May 12. Birm, May 
27atlz. James & Co, Birm 

bya ty Cardiff, Innkeeper. Pet May 11. Bristol, May 29 at 11, 


, Nottingham, Cottager. Pet May 13 (for pau). 
Nottingham, May 27 at 11. Maples, Nota, thet ey 15. 
‘ Salop, Glass Merchant. 
way 2 at 2 James & Birm, and : — 


Hiatt, Wellington. 
Builder, Pet May 11. Bridgnorth, 
armpton. 


Hands, Thos Cooper, Hinton-in-the-Hedges, nr , Northampton. 
ee. Pet May 12. Brackley, May 26 at 4. Baubary. . 
Harris, John Tutt, Brighton, General Dealer. Pet May 9. Brighton, 


June 3 at 11. Goodman, Brighton. 

ti, Sang, Foren Pet May 12. Portsmouth, May 25 

Hedgecock, Moses, Hermitage, Sussex, Blacksmith. Pet May 9.  Chiches- 

ter, May 7a 12.1 ae wibes Ga . 
embn’ S i xg higg-ys ogeperssas Pet May 11. 

Kent, Jas, a Cee “Geevdon: Pet May 11. Redruth, 


King, Fredk, Shirley, Southampton, Horse Dealer. Pet May 12. South- 
pton, J atl. Mac Sg ym 
sete =" Loh Dage Servent. Adj May 7. 


ONS LA op 


13 (for pau). Not- 


as eae Adj May 12. Birm, May 27 at 12. 
Pin, Jus Phillips, B 


oo Draper. Pet May 11. Birm, May 27 at 12. 
Poole Win Savage, rede, Reutiieh, Beetvicer Pet May 13. cai 
at 12. 
Powell, John, Salop, Charter Master. Pet 4. 
ley, June 13 at 12. Davey ion Ww — 

Pet May 8. Nottingham, 


Prince, Thos, Heanor, Rosy Lace 
May 26 at 1). Gamble a taben wae 

Maia, aeldovs Hasta Pet May'8. Hastings, May 
we at 12, 

Robinson, John, Burton-upon- , Coppersmith. “PetMay 11. “Burton, 

Junel5 atl, Goodger, Burton, 
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iat —_ Wn, Birm, Tailor. Pet May 9. Birm, May 27 at 12. James 
jirm. 


Co, 

Runnalls, Rchd, Hayle, Cornwall, Butcher. Pet May 14. Exeter, June 
3 atl. Peter, Redruth, and Pitts 

i. Dulverton, Somerset, Tailor. Pet May 9. Tiverton, May 25 at 
11. Cockram, Tiverton. 

Smith, Miles, Steeton, York, Innkeeper. Adj May 12. Leeds, May 28 at 11. 

Taylor, Hy, Westltigh, Devon, Lime Burner. Pet May 11. Exeter, May 
27 at 12. Floud, Exeter. 

Taylor, Hy, St Peter the Great, Worcester, China Painter. Pet April 30 
(for pau). Worcester, May 25 at 11, Parker, Worcester. 

Themas, Thos, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Victualler. Pet May 9. Lian- 

artha, Portsea, out of business. Pet May 11. Portsmouth, 


dovery, May 27 at 2. Morris, Swansea. 

Thompson, } 
May 25 at ll. Paffurd, Portsea. 

Townsend, John, Lenton, Cambridge, Ropemaker. Pet May 8. Saffron 
Walden, May 30 at 10. Probert & Wade, Saffron Walden. 

Turner, John, Sutton, Nottingham, Publican. Pet May 13 (for pau). 
Nottingham, May 27 at 11. Maples, Nottingham 

Turner, John, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Gas Daginee, Pet May 7. 
Huddersfield, May 28 at 10. Drake, Huddersfield. 

Varnam, Geo, Ullesthorpe, Leicester, Baker. Pet May 6. 
May 27 at 3. Ivens, tterworth. 

Viner, Geo, Cliffe, nr Lewes, Plumber. Pet April 27 (for pau). Lewes, 
May 20 at 10. Hillman, Cliffe, Lewes. 

Williams, Chas, Shrewsbury, Painter. 
8at10. Davies, Shrewsbury. 

Wilkinson, Chas, Dudley, Victualler. Adj May 13. Birm, May 29 at 12. 
Whitmore, Birm. 

Wilkinson, Walter, Ashington, Sussex, Plumber. Pet May 11. Worthing, 
May 28 at 11. Goodman, Brighton. 

Worrall, Rchd, Brockmoor, ‘Stafford, Farmer. Pet May 11. Stourbridge, 
June | at 10. Maltby, Dudley. 

ToespayY, May 19, 1863. 
To surrender in London. 

Ball, Wm, Middle-row, Holborn, Bookseller. Pet May 16. June 9 at 1. 
Redpath, Walbrook. 

Besley, Geo, Uuion-st, Southwark, Victualler. Pet May 14. June 2 at 1. 
Dimmock, Suffolk-lane. 

Braithwaite, Albert Geo, Stanley-st, Pimlico, Clerk in the Audit Office. 
Pet May 16. June2at2. Brook, New-inn, Strand. 

Burnard, Wm Mardon, Hampstead-rd, Middix, Glass Deaier. Pet May 15. 
June 6at1}. Atkinson, Bow-st, Covent-garden. 


“Pet May 12. Shrewsbury, June 


Cave, John, Worcester-st, Pimlico, Fsemag oo Pet May 15. June l at 
Pet May 14, June 4 at 11. 


3. Bramwell, South 

Paneee, Thos, High Holborn, Builder. 

aring-cross. 

Cocks, dh St James’s-st, Middlesex, Tailor. Pet May 16. June 2 at 2. 
Richards, Warwick-st, Regent-st. 

Dudney, Thos, Ma ell, Southampton, Market Gardener. Pet May 
18. June4atil. Shiers, New-inn. 

Dyson, Chas Younie, Gt Randolph-st, Camden Town, Solicitor’s Clerk. 
Pet May 14. June2 ati. Shephard, Sise-lane. 

Grove, Stephen Jas, Pentonville-rd, King’s-cross, Clothier. Pet May 15. 
June 2 at 2. Davidson & Carr, Basinghall-st. 

Harris, John Myer, Clifton-terrace, Maida-hill, Middlx, Merchant. Pet 
May 14. June 2 at 12. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, 

Hilder, Louisa, Windsor, Saddler. Pet May 11. June | at 3. Dalton, 
Bucklersbury. 

Humphreys, John Price, Carey-st, Lincoln’ Awan fields, Comm Agent. Pet 
May 15 (for pau). .June 2 at2. Ald 

Hunt, Jas Hy, Church, Uld Kent-rd, out of business, Pet May 15 (for 
pat). June2 ati2. Aldridge. 

Kemp, Geo, Hillingdon, Middix, Professor of Music. 
6 atl, Gordon, Old Broad-st. 

Lea, Jas, Norfolk-sq, Paddington, Boarding House Keeper. 
14. June 6 ati2. Hamilton, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 
Leask, Alexander Ritchie, Whitechapel-rd, Beerseller. Pet May 14. June 

lat 230. Hill, Basinghall-st. 
Light, Jas, Old Kent-rd, Iron Bedstead Manufacturer. Pet May 15 (for 
pau). Juneé at 12. Aldridge. 
. Mason’s-avenue, Basinghall-st, Watchmaker. Pet 
June 6ati2. Aldridge. 


Muller, Marks 
Myers, John, Rye, ~ te amma Pet May 14. June 2 at 12. Keighley 


May 14 (for pau). 
& Bull, Basinghall. 
Newton, ‘Wm Jas, ,~ aR St James’s, Westminster, Schoolmaster. 
Pet May 14. June 6 at 1. - Dobie, Gt James-st, Bedford-row 
Norton, Thos Shortland, Brunswick-ter, Westbourne-grove West, Car- 
penter. Pet May 15, June 4atil, Foord, Pinner’s-hall, Old Broad-st. 
Palfrey, Fredk Jones, Avenue-ter, Avenue-rd, Camberwell, Window 
Ticket Writer. Pet May 15. June 2 at 2. re, Lincoln’ s-inn-fields, 
Pool, Benj, Leman-st, Goodman’s-fields, Middx, Cattle Salesman. Pet 
May 14. June2ati. Solomon, Finsbury-pl. 
Pollybiank, Thos Rchd Jarvis, Westmoreland-pl, Bayswater, out of em- 
joyment. Pet May 14. June 2 at2. Tronoune 4 Wolferstan, Gres- 


st. 
a John, Wood-st, King-sq, Goswell-rd, Baker. Pet May 16. 
Heathfield, Lincoin’s-inn-fields. 
Buttledge Thos, Morden-whart, East Greenwich, Foreman of a Composite 
Paving Works. Pet May 15 (for pau). June l ati. Aldridge. 
Alf, Maitland Park-villas, Kentish Town, Officer in her Ma- 
Pet May 18, June 1 at 12. Lomax, Gt Russell-st, 


Turnbull, Jabez, Newmarket ter, Cambridge-heath, Bethnal-green, Car- 

penter. Pet May 15. Janel at 12. Atkinson, Bedford-row, Holborn 
Ward, Henderson, Southa: — Captain in the Royal 

une 6 at 12. Braikenridge & 
Newman. 

eston, Rchd, Crown-st, Soho, Working Jeweller, Pet May 14 June2 

at 2. Hil, Basinghall-st. 
Williams, Stephen, York-rd, Battersea. Adj May9. June 1 atl. Ald- 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Abdale, Thos, & Geo Kemp, Darlington, Builders. Pet May 5. Newcastle- 
pa Tyse, June 6 at 1d Story, hg => gy ~y May 14. 
iy wa Butcher, t Kendal 
ee ak Thomson, Kendal. . : 





Pet May 14. June 
Pet May 


June 2 at 


Lutterworth, - 





Bloomfield, Matthew, Thornkam, Dealer in Coals. Adj Jan 16. Little 
Walsingham, May 29 at 11. Atkinson, Norwich. 
Bristow, Isaac, Pembroke Dock, fo wright. Pet May 14. Pembroke, 
May 30 at 9.30. Parry, Pembro! kk. 
eH gare St Dominick, Cornwall, Miller. Adj May 9. Liskeard, June 
1 


Clayton, Rehd, at, York, Innkeeper. Pet May 15. Wakefield, May 30 
at 11. Barratt, Wakefield. 

bay Thos, Ketton, Rutland, Stone Msaon. Pet May 12, Stamford, June 

lat ll. Law, Stamford. 

Cotton, Wm, Longton, Stafford, Comm Agent. Pet Ma: 
29 at 12. "Litchfield, Newcastle-under-Lyme, James ts. Birm. 

Culley, Wm Saml, Sheffield, Flour Dealer. Pet April 30. Sheffield, May 
30 at 10. Webster, Sheffield. 

, Geo, Birm, Jeweller’s Stamper. Pet May 14. Birm, June 15 at 10. 

Assinder, Birm. 

Evans, Wm, Eldersficld, Worcester, Carpenter. Pet May 5 (for pau). 
Upton-upon-Severn, June 2 at 12. Wilson, Worcester. 

Galloway, Wm, jun, Heath, Derby, Colliery Manager. Pet May 15. Shef- 
field, May 30 at 10. Green & Payne, Manch, and Fretson, Sheffield. 

Hale, John, Stafford, Retail Brewer. Pet May 16. Birm, June 5 at 12. 


Birm, May 


Hyde, Bove Stainland, Halifax, Willower. 
Bradford, May 29 at 
Jackson, Jas, Accrington, Stonemason. 
Jones, John, Salford, Cave. 
Pet May 16. Stokesley, 
June lat 12. Simpson, Tarm. 
Lickfold, Geo, Headley, Southampton, Grocer. 
Adj May 12. Bradford, 
May 29 at 1030. Haigh, Huddersfield 
Pet May 14. Northampton, May 30 
at 10. Shoosmith, Northampton. 
Romney, May 26 at 11. Minter, F 
May 14. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, June 5 at 11.30. Brewis, Newcastle- 
Spiers, Wm, Maidstone, Boot Maker. Pet Mayli. Maidstone, May 26 at 
June 5 at 2. Pattison, Sheffield 
Gazette). 
Pet May 16. Welling- 
Stevenborough, David Louis, Swansea, Herbalist. 
Appleby, June 1 at 11. Thompson, Appleby. 
Wal 
Walker, Wm, Dudley, a Keeper. Pet May 13. Dudley, June 2 
Faversham, 
May 29 at il. Johnson, Faversham. 


James & Co, Birm. 
— , Chas, Sibeey, Lincoln, Tailor. Pet May 15. Boston, May 30 at 
Pet May 15. Halifax, May 
29at 10. Haigh, Huddersfield. 
Illingworth, Benj, Bradford, Tailor. Adj May 12. 
10.30. Haigh, Huddersfield. 
Pet May 15. Manch, June 4 at 
11. Smith & Boyer, Manch. 
Jenkinson, Thos, Guisbrough, York, Tailor. Pet May 16. Stokesley, 
June | at 12, "Simpson, T 
Pet May 12. Salford, June 6 at 9.30. 
Dawson, Manch. 
Kitching, Thos, Guisbrough, York, Joiner. 
Kriegsfeld, Levy, Cheetham, Lancaster, Macintosh Maker. Pet May 11. 
Salford, June 6 at 930. Hewitt, Manch. 
Pet May 15. Farnham, 
May 29 at 12. White, Guildford. 
Mountain, Fras, Bradford, York, Coal Merchant. 
Parker, John, Oldham, Linendraper. Pet May 14. Oldham, June 18 at 
12. Ascroft, Oldham. 
Parry, Hy, Birm, Agent. Pet May 14. Birm, June 10 at 12. James & 
Payne, in. Northampton, Broker. 
Pettit, Richd, Lpool, Provision Merchant. Pet May 15. Lpool, June 1 at 
11. Evans & Co, Lpool. 
Piddiesden, Stephen, Newchurch, com Labourer. Pet May 12, New 
estone. 
i og pee aes Builder. Pet May 14. Manch, June 11 at 
2 
Potts, Edward Charlton, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Commission Agent. Pet 
upon-Tyne. 
Rankin, Thos Irving, Hulme, Beerseller. Pet May 16. Salford, June 6 at 
9,30. Gardner, Manch. 
ll. Morgan, Maidstone. 
Stacey, Hy, Sheffield, Spring Knife Grinder. Pet May 14. Sheffield, 
Stait, Fras Hy (and not Fras Hy Start, as advertised in last Tuesday's 
Stanworth, Thos, Wombridge, Salop, Beerseller. 
ton, June 12at 10. Taylor, Wellington. 
Adj May 16. Bristol, 
May 29 at }1. Brittan, Bristol. 
Thompson, Edward, Warcop, Westmorland, Innkeeper. Pet May 16, 
er, Thos, East Retford, Nottingham, Builder. Pet May 16. Sheffieid, 
May 30 at 10. Burnaby & Denman, East Retford, and Unwin, Sheffield. 
at ill, Warmington, Dudi 
Waters, Wm, Dunkirk, Kent, Blacksmith, Pet May 13. 
Watford, Wm, Wisbech, Cambridge, Publican. Pet May 14. Wisbech, 
June 4 at 12. Ollard, Upwell. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpar, May 15, 1863. 
hall, Bradford, Widow. 

ork, Tailor. May 11. 
TugspayY, May 19, 1863. 

Leefe, Jonathan, Jewin-st, Fancy Box Manufacturer. May 15. 
Newton, David, Leeds, Manufacturer. May 8. 

Williams, Jas Fosbury, Potter's Bar, Middix, Builder. May 15. 


Armitage, Sarah, Frizin 
Sigsworth, Wm, Roos, 


May 12. 








0 SOLICITORS.—OFFICE FOR PATENTS, 
Serle-street, Lincoin’s-inn, London, W.C. Messrs. DAVIES 
Ux, atent Solicitors, continue to procure BRITISH and POREIGN 
PATENTS, &c., at most moderate charges, and to SOLICITORS at 
AGENCY Rates, Solicitors and intending Patentees should obtain 
their “ H »” gratis on application or by letter, 


LAW PRINTING. 
BILLS, ANSWERS, AND APPEALS 


ATES & ALEXANDER (Printers of the “ Soli- 
it Journal” and “ Weekly Reporte pemees d 
odestons sae dues thoroughly perv Mose pol kinds of AW PRINT: 
ING, are — to offer to the Profession the advantages of the poones 
accuracy and despatch in ‘he printing of Bills, Answers, Claims, 
OFFICES—6, HORSESHOE COURT, 324, LUDGATE HILL, 











SNR RR Reese 





